Abilene Christian University

Digital Commons @ ACU
Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Electronic Theses and Dissertations

5-2019

Concealed Campus Carry: Perspectives from administrators,
faculty and firearms instructors on generating campus policy
Diana Villarreal Barfield
dvb09a@acu.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.acu.edu/etd
Part of the Social and Behavioral Sciences Commons

Recommended Citation
Barfield, Diana Villarreal, "Concealed Campus Carry: Perspectives from administrators, faculty and
firearms instructors on generating campus policy" (2019). Digital Commons @ ACU, Electronic Theses
and Dissertations. Paper 122.

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Electronic Theses and Dissertations at Digital
Commons @ ACU. It has been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of Digital Commons @ ACU.

Abilene Christian University
School of Educational Leadership

Concealed Campus Carry:
Perspectives from Administrators, Faculty, and Firearms Instructors on
Generating Campus Policy

A dissertation submitted in partial satisfaction
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Education in Organizational Leadership

by
Diana Villarreal Barfield
December 2018

i
Dedication
This project is dedicated to every little girl who was told, “You can’t,” “You’re not
enough,” or “You never will succeed,” and to those who believed opportunity had passed them
by, who thought they were out of time, or who were made to believe they were too young, too
old, too poor, or too insignificant. To those girls who believed the lies and to those who saw no
hope, I say, do not let the voices that have held you down so long steal your potential. Listen,
and allow God to heal your heart and fulfill your dream as only He can. This is dedicated to
you!

ii
Acknowledgments
There would be no acknowledgment worthy of words if I did not first give thanks and all
the glory to my Savior, Jesus Christ. This is a project that for reasons known only to me had to
be completed.
I would like to thank my father, Ysidro Villarreal. He is a man of small stature and a
huge heart. His support, never-ending prayers, and quiet moments with a daughter were
instrumental in sustaining me. There are no words enough to convey my thanks to my father and
mother for their support.
I would also like to thank my siblings. My success is their success. There has been much
sacrifice during this journey, but their unending support and prayers were my comfort, each one
offering something different.
To my kids, Matthew, Charlye, and Josh: Thank you for your support in believing I could
accomplish this. Matthew, I will address your statement, “Mom, you’ve been in school as long
as I’ve known you,” by saying, “Honey, I’m done! My circle is complete.” Thanks for hanging
in there with me.
Behind the scene was my husband, Mark. He was the voice of reason when I could no
longer think. Thank you, my love, for your constant support. Thank you for your prayers and
for always being the voice of reason.
This journey could not have been possible without the amazing leadership of Dr. Robert
Haussmann, my dissertation chair. I know God handpicked him to lead me through this journey.
His knowledge, patience, and compassion made this journey just a little bit smoother.
I would like to thank Dr. Durrell Dickens for his constant direction, advice, and support.

iii
I would also like to thank Dr. Tracy Spencer. I consider her a friend and appreciate her
guidance through this research. Thank you for your unending kindness and endless hours toward
completing this dream.
Lastly, I thank Dr. Linnea Rademaker, who was a late addition to my committee. Thank
you for your direction and persistence in seeing me through.
I would also like to thank Dr. Dana McMichael, who has walked alongside me,
sometimes in the shadows, but always making herself available.
My committee and this experience have been living proof that situations may be
addressed, direction may be given, and issues may be corrected while still being a reflection of
Jesus Christ.

iv

© Copyright by Diana Villarreal Barfield (2018)
All Rights Reserved

v
Abstract
School shootings have become prominent throughout the Unites States. This is an issue not only
in primary schools but also in postsecondary educational institutions. The states of Utah and
Colorado passed laws allowing students to carry guns on publicly funded college and university
campuses. In 2015, the Texas legislature also proposed a similar campus carry law, which was
not passed in 2015. In 2016, when the Texas 84th Legislature made a second attempt, the law
was passed. With the passage of this law by the Texas state legislature, a 21-year-old was now
allowed to carry a concealed handgun on campus. It was imperative that administrators, leaders,
and staff create policies to address the issue of campus carry. No longer could publicly funded
colleges and universities in Texas be allowed to live in the inertia of this issue. Committees were
formed and stakeholders were selected. But in this venture, it is not known whether firearms
instructors or other sources of expert knowledge were included in the policy creation process.
Through this research, I explored the idea of publicly funded colleges and universities
collaborating with Texas firearms instructors in creating a campus policy for concealed carry. I
utilized a qualitative interview design to examine the beliefs and perceptions of individuals
involved in creating university policies. This information was obtained through qualitative
interviews of publicly funded college and university administrators, faculty, and firearms
instructors.
Keywords: concealed campus carry, firearms instructors, university administrators, policy
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The idea of gun ownership in the state of Texas has deep roots. Although a controversial
topic today, the issue of gun ownership dates back to the 1800s. Due to intense violence and
crime during that period, Governor Edmund Davis, during his inaugural address in 1870, called
for the prohibition of carrying guns in public (Frassetto, 2016). Over a century later, the issue of
university and college students legally carrying handguns became an important topic in Texas.
In the early 1990s, a governor of Texas would once again weigh in on the topic. According to
Burnett (2000), George W. Bush, while running for Texas governor in 1994, stated that if he
were elected governor, he would sign a right-to-carry law. Mr. Bush won the election and
promptly signed into law the right for Texans to legally carry a concealed firearm. According to
Texas Government Code § 411.172 (2016), the eligibility requirements were as follows:
•

legal resident of the state

•

at least 21 years of age

•

no felony convictions

•

not chemically dependent

•

being able to exercise sound judgment

There have been revisions to this law since then. The most recent was changing
concealed handgun licensing (CHL) to license to carry (LTC), which allows licensed holders to
openly carry a weapon in public. The new law also allows concealed carry on publicly funded
colleges and universities, sites where possession of a handgun was previously prohibited.
According to Short (2017), “The lead up to implementation in Texas was emotional and
dramatic—lawsuits were filed to block the law, at least one university dean resigned rather than
implement the law, and colorful protests were organized” (p. 516). Now, publicly funded
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colleges and universities in Texas are bound by law to allow concealed weapons on campus for
those students 21 years of age or older who possess an LTC. Another issue to consider is the
development of policies by public colleges and universities.
Problem Statement
Publicly funded colleges and universities are dealing with a new issue affecting
campuses. Traditional gun-free zones are now open to concealed campus carry (Lyons, 2017).
Prior to the creation of recent laws, there were no existing policies regarding the issue of campus
carry for colleges and universities. The dilemma was to determine what factors administrators of
these colleges and universities have used to create and implement university policies and
procedures. Obtaining information from certified firearms instructors would determine what
factors they viewed as important to public colleges and universities for policy creation.
Bartula and Bowen (2015) asserted, “There has been little research concerning
perceptions of campus carry on college campuses” (p. 5). DeAngelis, Benz, and Gillham (2017)
found that “94% of faculty respondents opposed allowing concealed handguns on campus” (p.
79). This has carried on to the process of policy creation regarding campus carry on public
colleges and universities. Personal biases and opinions can factor into the policy creation
process by considering “ontological factors that any individual actor brings with them as they
make decisions in the context of a new policy” (Cradit, 2017, p. 175). This actor may be an
individual, a campus administrator, or other contributor to policy. Texas is a state that by law
has been granted autonomy in creating policy related to carrying concealed weapons. As a result
of being granted this autonomy, colleges and university rules vary widely (McMinn, 2015).
With a high number of administrators opposing firearms on campus, many issues had to
be addressed. A major opposition to licensed students carrying a concealed handgun on public
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universities is the possibility of the student accidently firing a shot at someone in error.
According to Nedzel (2014),
In the event of a campus shooting, one fear is that unless such a person is as highly
trained as a law enforcement officer, they are likely to shoot indiscriminately, which
could cause even more terror than the original shooter provoked. (p. 433)
However, the majority of existing university policies dictate where handguns are prohibited
rather than addressing the issue of engaging a threat, accidental shootings, and training.
In many cases, publicly funded college and university policies are created by committee
rather than by individuals. These committees often comprise a cross section of campus
stakeholders involving faculty, staff, and students (Franz, 2017). Fears expressed by
administrators may be real and an even greater reason to include firearms instructors in policy
creation.
There are four areas covered in training to obtain a concealed carry license: reviewing
laws, handgun use and safety, securing the weapon, and proper storage (Texas Department of
Public Safety [TxDPS], n.d.). Training does not cover distinguishing concealed carry licensees
from campus shooters, which can create confusion when police arrive at the scene of a shooting
incident on campus (Kopel, 2009). This is the standard by which stakeholders and
administrators generate policy. Addressing issues such as when not to display a weapon, when
to engage, and what actions to take once law enforcement officers arrive on the scene not only
may reduce liability but also may save a life. Campus shootings can be stressful and create
chaos. Law enforcement officers contend that “two areas of concern are those of chaos and lack
of extensive training” (Lervik, 2013, p. 101). While administrators and stakeholders may be
concerned with managing violence, firearms instructors have a law enforcement background and
are concerned with the chaos and the safety of everyone involved when a perpetrator engages a
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weapon on campus. Collaborating with firearms instructors in policy decisions could benefit
publicly funded colleges and universities.
Firearms instructors are familiar with the process of training individuals on legally
carrying a handgun. Webster et al. (2016) asserted that there was more research information that
addressed civilian gun use than research related to concealed campus carry on public colleges
and universities due to lack of research related to experience or ramifications of policies on that
academic group.
Incorporating trained firearms instructors into the process of policy creation for publicly
funded colleges and universities could increase data and research in this area. One example of
this could be in the creation of effective policies based on experience and extensive training
rather than on emotion, personal beliefs, or peer pressure.
Background
The University of Texas at Austin, a publicly funded university, came to a new awareness
of campus shootings on August 1, 1966, when Charles Whitman, a senior, opened fire from the
university tower. The incident left 31 injured and 14 dead (Fabbri, 2014). The term used at that
time was campus sniper; the term used today for such an incident is active shooter. In 1966, no
one was prepared to manage such a situation, including police. There was not sufficient
equipment or a plan in place to handle a situation of this magnitude (Lister, 2016). Houston
McCoy was a surviving police officer on the scene of the tower shooting. Mr. McCoy affirmed
that officers from that time did not have training for any such situation because no one had ever
considered such a thing happening in their city (Rosenwald, 2016). The University of Texas
tower campus sniper event changed the security of school campuses, and years later the debate of
carrying on campus emerged.
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The discussion over handguns on campus is not new. Lipka (2008) concluded, “The
debate over guns on campus continued for a decade. However, it erupted around the country
after the mass shooting at Virginia Tech University” (p. A16). The incident at Virginia Tech
changed the college and university experience. On April 16, 2007, Virginia Tech student SeungHui-Cho shot and killed 32 students and faculty, injuring many more. This was one of many
campus shooting events to take place, and each incident impacted universities differently. Each
campus shooting event left in its wake serious injuries and death. As reported by Franz (2017),
“Campus shooting incidents at Virginia Tech in 2007, Northern Illinois University in 2011, and
Umpqua Community College in 2013 resulted in the deaths of 49 people and injuries to 63
more” (p. 27). This increased support for concealed campus carry. Webster et al. (2016)
commented, “Justification for those in support of campus carry policies related to the potential
for armed students to intervene in an effort to reduce the causalities of campus shootings” (p. 7).
Unfortunately, campus shootings have become more common in recent years. Concealed
campus carry is a contentious and divisive topic (Sanfilippo, 2017). During the University of
Texas tower shooting, officers were expected to subdue the suspect and maintain control of the
situation. There was no established protocol, and special weapons and tactics units (SWAT) did
not exist. Today, SWAT teams are utilized for managing and bringing to conclusion high-risk
tactical situations, including suspects who barricade themselves, such as campus shooters (Jones
& Hinds, 2002). The SWAT units are composed of police officers specifically trained and
designated to bring these types of situations to a close. Without this expertise and equipment,
high-risk situations could escalate, creating pandemonium and disorder for law enforcement.
These officers are highly trained, with hundreds of hours of tactical training and skill.
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Years later in 1999, although SWAT teams were now in existence, they required
assembling into teams and entering a hostile situation as a unit. This required extended
preparation time, and until their arrival, patrol officers were in control of the situation. Not
having dealt with such situations as campus shooters or campus snipers, patrol officers were at a
loss as to their approach and were trained to consider any individual carrying a weapon an
imminent threat. The traditional police response to in-progress critical incidents normally called
for officers to surround, isolate, contain, and prevent the problem from escalating, which would
have been the case in 1966. While police were expected to immediately manage the situation
and bring it to an end, in 1966 publicly funded colleges and universities had no policy in place
for managing such situations. Four decades later, the issue of campus shootings raised the
question of security. In the late 2000s, campus security became a focus of college and university
campuses as a result of two major campus shootings in less than 1 year (Fox, 2015, p. 201).
The law. The Texas LTC law included the ability to carry a concealed handgun on
campus. It went into effect on August 1, 2016, the 50th anniversary of the University of Texas
tower shooting, and “a memorial commemorating this event was dedicated on the day the law
went into effect” (Ponder, 2018, p. 246). Texas House Bill 910 was signed into law on January
1, 2016, changing the CHL law to LTC. This allowed qualified individuals to openly carry a
handgun in the state of Texas with the appropriate license and with some exceptions. Texas
House Bill 910, known as LTC and more commonly known as open carry, did not impact
colleges and universities; however, seven months later, Texas House Bill 11 (2016) did. This
bill extended the law to allow for the concealed carry of a firearm on public college and
university campuses. A major stipulation of the law was that when carrying on campus, the
weapon must be concealed. For this research, while addressing campus carry, I refer to the
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current LTC law as CHL in order to distinguish that weapons on campus must be concealed.
One of the exceptions to the LTC law is that it is not allowed in colleges and universities.
However, it does allow a licensed individual to carry a concealed handgun on campus. Although
it was not overwhelmingly supported by university leadership, concealed carry is now permitted
by law on many publicly funded university campuses. In 2009, only “2% of campus police
chiefs believed that if students were allowed to carry a concealed firearm, it would prevent some
or all campus killings” (Thompson, Price, Mrdjenovich, & Khubchandani, 2009, p. 250).
According to Price et al. (2014), “95% of university presidents were not supportive of students,
faculty, and visitors carrying concealed handguns on campus” (p. 461). Price et al. conducted
their study prior to the enactment of Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015). Despite the position of chiefs
of police and university and college presidents, Texas Senate Bill 11 was passed, allowing
concealed campus carry.
School-related shootings may be traumatizing and evoke a strong public outcry
(Muschert, 2007). Because of this public outcry, the issue of CHL allowing campus carry was
brought to the Texas senate. The passage of the CHL law allowed a licensed 21-year-old to
legally carry a concealed handgun on a public college or university campus. Anyone 18 years or
older with military experience was excluded from the age criteria. Thus, an 18-year-old with
military experience could carry on campus; however, the handgun had to be concealed. Those
with no military experience had different criteria, including being 21 years of age, complying
with the required State of Texas stipulations, and adhering to campus policy. It is important to
consider that while the law allowed a 21-year-old to carry a concealed handgun on campus, one
cannot assume 21 years is the maximum age of college students. With delayed education,
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publicly funded community college students are now, on average, 28 years old (Dahl, Bonham,
& Reddington, 2016).
With the increase in college and university shootings, additional training in managing and
handling the weapon is incumbent on the CHL holder. There exists the question of whether
licensed concealed campus carry individuals will shoot accurately enough to stop a shooting
event. This assumption is unsupported. However, Webster et al. (2016) questioned “whether . . .
armed student or staff on campus will shoot accurately enough to stop a shooter in a campus
shooting incident without wounding or killing innocent victims” (p. 10). Recognizing the
minimal requirements of carrying a handgun on campus, it is the role of university leadership to
ensure that effective policies are in place.
New concerns for campuses. Prior to the new law, handguns were prohibited at public
colleges and universities as a matter of policy. However, new concerns now surround
administrators and faculty, such as accidental discharge of firearm, accidental display of a
concealed weapon, lack of training for a 21-year-old carrying a weapon, the threat of a
plainclothes individual brandishing a weapon, and lack of training to carry a weapon on campus,
to name a few. University police are often the first responders to campus emergencies. In a
campus shooting where a concealed handgun licensee intervenes, it may be confusing to police
arriving at the scene (Kopel, 2009). In these events, the situation may breed confusion. Norton
(2015) acknowledged that “local law enforcement has the jurisdiction to pursue individuals they
see with a gun. This applies whether that person is the campus shooter or an innocent licensed
individual trying to protect himself/herself” (p. 20). Publicly funded colleges and universities
can address this issue in their policy.
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The belief that a weapon is needed in publicly funded colleges and universities may be
fueled by fear. Long before the passing of CHL in Texas, weapons on campus were an issue.
Miller, Hemenway, and Wechsler (2002) concluded that nationwide, “4.3% of college students
had a working firearm at college” (p. 57). In January 2013, prior to enactment of the Texas
campus carry law, a 24-year-old student at Lone Star College in Houston opened fire. The
episode stemmed from an argument earlier in the day with a fellow student. Trey Foster opened
fire, wounding three people on campus. With CHL not yet enacted, Foster became one of those
illegally carrying a working firearm on campus.
A relatively new law, the Handgun Proficiency Requirement (2015), designated that the
TxDPS director is to set the specifications for handgun proficiency and have a qualification
course developed to teach and measure handgun proficiency. A written examination also was
created. Although there had been discussion of passing a campus carry law in Texas, no such
policies existed at the time.
In determining whether colleges and universities should allow concealed handguns on
campus, the issue of safety arose. The lingering question was whether these institutions were
different from the larger society (Cramer, 2014). Policies and restrictions for publicly funded
colleges and universities had to be implemented throughout the state of Texas. According to Sin
(2014), the “two primary factors contemplated to explain policy outcomes were the process and
the actors involved in policy making and implementation” (p. 435). In this case, the process is
the development and implementation of a new concealed carry law. The actors in the policy
process may be individuals or collectives, from groups to countries. Some of these, whether
individuals or countries, actively seek to influence politics and public policy on a given issue
(Weible, 2014). In publicly funded colleges and universities, actors may include administrators,
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leaders, and others involved in the creation of such policies. Carter and Turner (2017) found that
participants who had developed concealed carry policies on campus made it clear that campus
public safety officials could not make the institutional policy in isolation. The researchers found
that firearms instructors, who are considered the most qualified, skilled, and knowledgeable, are
not included in policy creation discussions. Administrators and appointed members of a policy
task force or committee from a public college or university must be cognizant of what is at stake.
Although they have been granted the authority to create such policy, there is much to consider.
Qualifying to legally carry a concealed handgun on campus, as required by TxDPS (n.d.),
includes a proficiency score on a standard qualification course of 70%, a written examination at
70%, and gun safety and holster techniques. Shooting requirements include firing 50 rounds
with a handgun at varying distances and times and scoring a minimum of 70% (175 out of 250
points) on a B-27 target, with three attempts allowed to pass the course (Action Target, 2006).
The TxDPS requirements do not simulate real life, in that all shooting is from the ready position,
not holster drawn, meaning the weapon is already in the individual’s hands and aimed at the
target, which would not simulate a real-life engagement. In every college shooting situation,
CHL students will not have this advantage, as their weapons must be concealed. The TxDPS
also mandates 4 to 6 hours of classroom training, as required by Texas Government Code Title 4,
Chapter 4. Firearms instructors conduct classroom training and oversee qualifications. Munson
(2011) described qualification as the bureaucrat’s synonym for good enough, the bare minimum.
Nowhere in the TxDPS standards is there a mention of any training required prior to or in
addition to qualifying.
Perhaps the most controversial issue for universities and colleges today is allowing
handguns on campus, especially concealed ones (Kyle, Schafer, Burruss, & Giblin, 2016).
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Leaders and administrators from colleges and universities must establish policies and procedures
that will protect faculty, staff, and students on campus, while giving sufficient information as to
what action to take in such an event. Emergency situations at publicly funded colleges and
universities require protocol. This suggests the need for more effective, proactive decisions in
establishing campus policy to provide security for all campuses (Franz, 2017). Policies and
procedures in any organization are created for compliance and the protection of themselves and
others. It is important that these policies are based on the training and safety of those involved
and not on subjectivity, personal feelings, or society’s point of view.
Firearms instructors are regulated through the TxDPS. The standards for instructors are
high. According to the TxDPS (n.d.), instructor proficiency scores must be 90% or higher.
Firearms instructors in this research do not have personal attachments to publicly funded
university campuses and would, therefore, operate strictly on experience, skill, and training when
contributing to policies. Many firearms instructors are current or retired officers commissioned
by the State of Texas; accordingly, they have received active shooter training to some degree.
The Texas Concealed Handgun Association (2015) stated that to qualify for the TxDPS class,
one must document firearm instructor certification through the National Rifle Association
(NRA), Texas Commission on Law Enforcement (TCOLE), security officer training, or the
military. This indicates some firearms instructors already have extensive training prior to
applying to be LTC instructors.
Many leaders and staff of larger universities have created policies with specific, more
restrictive rules despite the law that limits CHL and where firearms may be carried on campus.
These parameters were further designated by administrators of publicly funded colleges and
universities, a concession granted by Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015). Places where universities
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restrict carrying a concealed weapon usually consist of athletic gatherings, anywhere where
counseling may take place, and dormitories. Many Texas colleges have policies indicating the
areas restricted on their campus. University of Texas at Austin (2016b) is one such university
whose policy is located in the university handbook. Sam Houston State University (n.d.) in
Huntsville, Texas, has similar rules excluding CHL holders from carrying at athletic events,
counseling centers, disciplinary/grievance hearings, nuclear magnetic labs, and University
Interscholastic League events. These limitations are supported by Texas Penal Code §
46.03(a)(2) (2018), and policies are based on information from the Texas Penal Code. The
TxDPS requirements are not published in the penal code, leading to the question of whether or
not administrators create policy knowing that applicants are allowed three attempts to pass,
knowing that they require a minimum score of 70%, and knowing that classroom training is 4 to
6 hours. As of December 31, 2011, at least 8 million individuals in the United States had active
permits to carry (Cramer, 2014); however, this figure does not include the passage of CHL in
2016. With the passage of CHL on campuses, students 21 years of age or over could now carry a
concealed weapon on campus. However, Cramer stated, “In general, college campuses limit
firearms possession much more stringently than the larger society” (p. 413). According to the
TxDPS (n.d.), in 2014, there were 4,883 applicants who were 21 and 22 years of age. This
number reflects the period of September 2014 to August 2015. From September 2015 to August
2016, that number increased to 9,074. The application cost was $140. In 2017, Senate Bill 16
reduced the original LTC from $140 to $40. After reducing the application fee, statistics
reflected that from September 2016 to August 2017, the applications for 21- and 22-year-olds
dropped to 8,740 (TxDPS, n.d.).
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Campus carry is an issue that must have effective policies to be successful. It is
incumbent on the actors creating these policies to lay aside personal feelings, past experiences,
and biases to create effective policies. Firearms instructors are often trained law enforcement
officers, trained NRA instructors, or certified by the State of Texas, bringing with them an array
of training and experience.
Safety first. Presidents of publicly funded colleges and universities play a major role on
their campuses. Price et al. (2014) reported that “88% of college and university presidents
thought that standards for a person to carry a concealed weapon should include passing a
firearms training course” (p. 464). It should be understood that merely passing the course does
not make one proficient with a weapon. Could a president’s perception change, knowing that
individuals are allowed three attempts at passing on a qualification course with a score of 70%?
Villahermosa (2008) claimed that those who are able to obtain a license might not have sufficient
training, creating the potential to put other individuals at risk. In the event of a campus shooting,
an individual who does not have the appropriate training can create danger for students, as well
as for innocent bystanders. Villahermosa is a trained firearms instructor with extensive tactical
training and recognizes the need for safety measures at publicly funded colleges and universities.
With cases like the Virginia Tech shooting, citizens have pressed for greater rights to carry
weapons on campus.
Safety in managing a weapon comes with the responsibility of carrying that weapon on a
public university campus. Gun safety may be common sense and safety rules uncomplicated, but
unfortunately they do not contribute to proficiency. Texas law does not stipulate that one must
be an expert shooter to obtain an LTC. In 2007, when Cho Seung-Hui purchased a weapon and
followed through with the heinous act at Virginia Tech University, he was legally able to
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purchase the weapon under Virginia law. There were no inquiries as to his training, knowledge,
or ability to manage or handle the weapon. This proved to be a disastrous time for colleges and
universities, regardless of what state you were in. Added to this issue is administrators’ inability
to ask if a student is in possession of a firearm on campus.
A consideration related to this research is the knowledge and understanding of university
administrators and leaders relative to the training involved with carrying a concealed weapon on
campus. Issues such as Second Amendment rights, academic freedom, and fear could all impact
the creation of policy and procedures. Part of the CHL curriculum is a block of instruction
covering conflict resolution (TxDPS, n.d.). Conflict resolution is an aspect of the requirements
that is not frequently mentioned, yet it may be utilized to minimize fears and to keep a situation
from escalating. Conflict resolution is not addressed in campus policy as an option to resolving
issues.
The idea of having concealed carry on college and university campuses can incite
controversial discussions. Discussions related to concealed carry can often affect relationships,
including university stakeholders, campus security officers, and student groups. Therefore,
boundaries, policies, and expectations must reflect not only the law but also knowledge of
required training. There are those who may want to carry a weapon for personal protection, and
according to Parker, Horowitz, Igielnik, Oliphant, and Brown (2017), 67% say this is a major
reason why they own firearms (p. 20). Doing so without considering the level of training
required could have a detrimental result.
A policy not addressed on college campuses is concealed carry licensed students
displaying a weapon during a crisis where police respond to the scene. According to Birbaum
(2012), “Trained, experienced firearms instructors, as well as administrators, could agree with

15
the idea that having guns on campus in the hands of students or faculty untrained to deal with
crisis could escalate into an explosive situation” (p. 6). Firearms instructors and law
enforcement officers are trained to address the emergency. Upon arriving at a college or
university scene of active gunfire, police might not be able to distinguish the shooter from the
student. University police cannot be expected to know or recognize every student. Colleges and
universities are presumed to be safe places where students gather. Unlike public parks, colleges
and universities have not traditionally been open to the public (Miller, 2011). Sadly, campus
shootings, such as at Virginia Tech University, involve students currently enrolled in programs at
the school. In many cases, the shooters are coming from within. This can make it more difficult
to determine who the shooter is and who the one seeking protection is.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this qualitative interview design was to discover the perceptions held by
publicly funded college and university administrators and firearms instructors regarding their
experience with weapons, the idea of transitioning concealed weapons into the academic
environment, and their knowledge of boundaries related to armed students engaging in
emergency situations, as well as to determine whether administrators could benefit from having
certified firearms instructors on policy-creating committees. The conversion from being a
weapons-free campus into a concealed carry campus, as mandated in Texas by Senate Bill 11
(2015), created new issues. The new law brought with it creation, approval, and adherence to
new policies. In many cases, such as in the state of Texas, state legislatures have allowed public
colleges and universities to create policies exclusive to their campus. In lieu of creating explicit
laws banning handguns on campus, the legislature opted to give colleges and university
administrators the authority to create concealed handgun policies exclusive to their campus
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(Bouffard, Nobles, Wells, & Cavanaugh, 2012, p. 317). Without legislators and law makers
having information on college and university demographics, campus layouts, and specialized
programs, granting autonomy to administrators to create specific policies allowed each campus
to create such policies according to their specific needs.
The qualitative interview design can be a powerful data-gathering process when used to
its full potential (Myers & Newman, 2007). Some may have the opinion that Texas is a state
where guns are commonplace. In one study, Bouffard et al. (2012) asserted that “Texas is a state
with a strong gun culture, with the possibility of more gun-carrying behavior than might be seen
in other states” (p. 40). Now that Texas has become another campus carry state, it is important
to understand what is expected of them when developing campus policies and procedures
(Bartula & Bowen, 2015). Training of firearms instructors includes passing the TxDPS training
course and background check. Firearms instructors must document firearms instructor
certification through the NRA, the TCOLE, security officer training, or the military (Texas
Concealed Handgun Association, 2015).
The participants in this study included university administrators from five publicly
funded colleges or universities. These included two administrators from local community
colleges and four administrators from large universities. One of the sites was chosen because of
a shooting incident that occurred on its campus. Another site was chosen because it is a Texas
university with a large criminal justice department. Firearms instructors included eight
individuals who were certified firearms instructors through TxDPS. The instrument used was a
standardized open-ended, semistructured interview. I used the semistructured interview because
it allowed me to ask follow-up questions that may need to be asked during the interview, and it
allowed for clarification of information (Terrell, 2016).
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Research Questions
Q1. How can the experience of firearms instructors contribute to policy creation for a
more effective concealed handgun carry policy on campus?
Q2. How can an administrator’s perception of and experience with handguns contribute
to creating more restrictive or more lenient policy related to concealed campus carry at publicly
funded colleges and universities?
Q3. How might the lived experiences and inclusion of firearms instructors modify
existing or future concealed carry policies?
Definition of Key Terms
Administrator. An administrator is an individual involved in planning, organizing,
directing, controlling, and evaluating the activities of major units. Examples of administrators
include vice presidents, deans, or academic department heads (University of Arizona, 1996).
Campus. As described in Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015), a campus is “all land and
buildings owned or leased by an institution of higher education or private or independent
institution of higher education.”
Concealed carry. Concealed carry is carrying a handgun in public, as long as it is hidden
from view (LaPoint, 2010).
Officer. An officer is a peace officer or reserve law enforcement officer (Tex.
Occupations Code § 1701.001, 2017).
Police officer. A police officer is a person elected, employed, or appointed as a peace
officer under § 2.12 of the Code of Criminal Procedure or other law.
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Trained firearms instructor. A trained firearms instructor is one who has additional
knowledge, skill, and training, and provides education and training in the safe and proper use of
firearms (National Rifle Association, 2017).
Passing score. A passing score is a score of 175 out of 250 points, or a score of 70%
(TxDPS, n.d.).
Policies. According to Haddad (1995), policies are specific decisions or a group of
decisions that may set out directives or rules for guiding future decisions, initiate or retard action,
or guide implementation of previous decisions.
Proficiency. Proficiency is meeting or exceeding the minimum standards (TxDPS, n.d.).
Qualified handgun instructor. A qualified handgun instructor is one “who regularly
instructs others in the use of handguns and has graduated from a handgun instructor school that
uses a nationally accepted course designed to train persons as handgun instructors” (Tex. Gov’t.
Code § 411.190).
Training. Training is the skill, knowledge, or expertise acquired by one who trains.
Zero tolerance. Zero tolerance consists of policies that establish serious sanctions for
offenses, hoping to prevent other offenses (Borum, Cornell, Modzeleski, & Jimerson, 2010).
Summary
This research focused on the creation of policies related to the new concealed campus
carry law. Concealed campus carry is a new law for Texas, enacted in 2016; therefore, research
on this issue to Texas campuses is new. Data collection for this study was focused on a specific
group, consisting of college administrators, faculty, and firearms instructors. Data were
measured qualitatively using interview methods to inquire about the perceptions, beliefs, and
experiences that may impact the creation of policies regarding concealed campus carry.
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My interest in this research came from the increase in campus carry laws. In recognition
of the importance of managing a handgun, firearms training is one of the largest required blocks
of skills training for a police cadet in Texas. Law enforcement officers must maintain a certain
standard of proficiency with their weapon through annual qualification (Public Safety and
Corrections, 2014). The importance of this information is to highlight the importance of firearms
training. This law is new to publicly funded colleges and universities, and policy makers and
administrators have been assigned the role of creating appropriate and safe policies when CHL
went into effect. The perceptions of administrators and firearms instructors could be
instrumental in policy creation.
For this research, I utilized interviews to determine administrators’ knowledge, opinions,
and perspectives on campus carry. Additionally, interviews extended to firearms instructors to
examine their perspective on campus carry, including training, knowledge, and safety on
campus.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The campus carry legislation is a relatively new topic in Texas; however, the discussion
on this topic is not. State law now includes publicly funded colleges and universities as venues
where concealed handguns may be legally carried. This law forces administrators not only to
comply with campus carry but also to generate applicable policies. Creating campus policies can
expand on the current law and define specific areas where weapons may not be carried. Campus
policies generated by publicly funded university administrators and task forces can also dictate
where on campus weapons may be carried. Although the law dictates where handguns may not
be carried, university policies may expand on this law, dictating and enforcing such policies.
More stringent stipulations can cause controversy in that university policies tend to impose more
restrictions.
With the original passage of the open carry law, the TxDPS was tasked with creating the
training requirements for carrying a weapon in the state of Texas. When the law was changed to
include campus carry, there was no need for firearms instructors to extend training except to
include the element of concealment when carrying on campus. Texas firearms instructors were
required to attend extensive training and display a proficiency level higher than that required for
other licensees. Generating policies based on state law requires knowledge and prudence.
Through this research, I explored the perceptions of firearms instructors and college and
university administrators in allowing each group to have input into the policy creation. With the
issue of weapons on campus being greater today than it was 20 years ago, new concerns include
administrators and faculty being receptive to the idea of including firearms instructors in policy
making and allowing sufficient freedom to carry on campus. In this chapter, I will discuss the
need for this study.
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The literature search included Google Scholar, the Abilene Christian University Brown
Library, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database, and others. Search engines extended to
other university publications and dissertations.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this research came from organizational theory. The idea
of protocol for policy creation and implementation at publicly funded colleges and universities
was the foundation of this study. The structural framework lay in changing and creating policies
to comply with Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015). State law does not dictate that publicly funded
colleges and universities reframe their organizations; however, Bolman and Deal’s (1991b) fourstep concept reflected an appropriate framework with this research. The four steps are the
structural frame, the human resources frame, the political frame, and the symbolic frame
(Bolman & Deal, 1991b, p. 511). These four steps can be instrumental in the course of action
taken with the implementation of concealed campus carry.
The structural frame identifies the structure of the organization. Publicly funded colleges
and universities are made up of many levels, usually consisting of a chancellor, board of regents,
and president. Decisions must be approved at these levels. With a change in state law, public
colleges and universities were in a position of needing to establish new policies and procedures
to put in place. Colleges and universities must consider the safety of students, faculty, and staff
when creating new policy (Siebel, 2008). Possible consequences of creating ineffective policy
could include losing students and faculty.
According to Bolman and Deal (1991b), the human resources frame is associated with the
field of psychology and organizational behavior and focuses attention on human needs. In this
research, administrators, faculty, staff, and students represent the human resources frame.
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Having students licensed to carry a concealed handgun on campus has the potential to change
relationships and behaviors throughout the public university. In Utah, allowing students to carry
weapons on campus also allowed those living in dormitories to choose whether they wanted a
roommate who carried a concealed weapon (Van Winkle, 2010). According to Lewis (2011), the
majority of individuals from the university communities profoundly oppose the idea of guns on
campus. Students must be prepared to adjust to a learning environment where the individual
sitting next to them could be armed (Abrams, 2015).
The political frame in a publicly funded college or university is much like an
organization. Bolman and Deal (1991a) suggested that in this structure frame, political leaders
are advocates and negotiators. This group can spend a substantial amount of time networking,
creating coalitions with those like-minded, constructing a base built on power, and negotiating
compromise. Public colleges and universities are expected to create policies representative of
the university’s history, beliefs, and expectations. At the same time, all policies must abide by
requirements of state and federal law. The political dynamic can be powerful and convincing.
Influences that account for shaping the campus gun control debate include political, economic,
and media dynamics (Arrigo & Acheson, 2016).
According to Bolman and Deal (1991b), “the symbolic frame sees a chaotic world, and
meaning and predictability are social creations of that world” (p. 512). Society gives meaning to
what is believed. As an example, Texas has a strong gun culture cultivated by hunting,
protection, and defending property. The vision and values of these three can remain the same,
while the symbolism of freedom can change those values and visions.
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Policy
Policy creation is defined as occurring as a group process, with many people having a
hand in any policy’s creation. Policies are not created without a process. The process of policy
creation follows a standard policy cycle, which begins with defining the issue or problem. In this
case, it involved policies for a new law. The process continues with policy formulation. Once
the policy is adopted, it is implemented and evaluated (Vargas-Hernandez, Noruzi, & Haj, 2011).
Private colleges are not part of this research, as they may opt out of state laws (Lyons, 2017).
Although state law allows for some latitude, publicly funded colleges and universities must
comply with state law. Policies must be well written, comprehensible, and align with state law.
McGinty, Webster, and Barry (2013) asserted that something that can prompt others to favor
stricter violations is exposure to articles that cover mass shootings. This can fall in line with the
Bolman and Deal political structure, in which compromises are made (Fruehauf, Al-Khalifa, &
Coniker, 2015). Arrigo and Acheson (2016) asserted that compromise in policy creation could
result in policy that lacks dignity and does not honor or affirms all stakeholders. Perceptions,
personal feelings, and experience might contribute to prejudiced policy. Policies and institutions
make sense when everyone understands the history and social behavior of actors (Considine,
2005).
When considering policy creation in public colleges and universities, administrators and
faculty should keep in mind that the law has been enacted, and it is, therefore, a right for students
to carry concealed handguns on campus. Because there is no empirical evidence to identify
campus carry incidents, there is no support to prohibit students from carrying a weapon in a
classroom. Not wanting students to carry a concealed handgun on campus is often fueled largely
by speculation (Jang, Hun-Lee, & Dierenfeldt, 2014).
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Reaction
With the 84th Texas Legislature approving the LTC law, there was a great divide.
University of Houston professor Jonathon Snow delivered a PowerPoint presentation
encouraging professors to use caution when discussing sensitive topics (Flaherty, 2016).
Professors Dr. Mia Carter, Dr. Jennifer Lynn Glass, and Dr. Lisa Moore of the University of
Texas filed a lawsuit alleging that the newly passed law infringed on their civil rights (Glass v.
Paxton, 2016). The basic foundation for Snow’s position and the lawsuit was fear of the
unknown. Glass v. Paxton specifically addressed the policy, stating concerns about Glass’s
safety and her inability to bar concealed carry in her classroom. Dr. Moore made similar
allegations and had great concerns about teaching a course that could be considered
controversial. These professors and many others were concerned about losing their academic
freedom and their ability to speak freely. With state law giving administrators the flexibility to
create their own policies, inclusion of firearms instructors in policy creation might have been a
good option given their experience, skill, and training.
Notification
From 1966, when the University of Texas tower shooting incident was described as a
campus sniper, to the current day, campus shootings, laws, and society in academic settings have
changed. One incident that impacted campus policies was the creation of the Clery Act. In
1990, after the sexual assault and murder of Jeanne Clery at Lehigh University, legislation was
created to set a standard for colleges and universities to report campus crime (Janosik &
Gregory, 2003). This standard prompted colleges and universities to share information with
parents, students, employees, and applicant groups, and was meant to inform others and to
minimize crime on college campuses. This legislation was created primarily to protect students
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from crimes such as assault, sexual assault, stalking, and other crimes occurring on campus.
When there is an emergency event on campus, immediately comes the question of whether the
institution properly made the required notifications and complied with the Clery Act (American
Council on Education, 2012).
In 2007, Seung-Hui Cho, a senior at Virginia Tech University, shot multiple students and
faculty, killing 32 individuals, and then turned the gun on himself (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008).
This was a situation that occurred without warning and was not a common occurrence for the
collegiate setting. The incident at Virginia Tech, as well as other university shootings, created a
new debate regarding the issue of concealed handguns on campus (Bartula & Bowen, 2015).
After the event, emergency protocol was activated. Today, the Clery Act has greater impact on
colleges and universities as a result of adding the element of reporting incidents involving
weapons used in crimes on campus. The Clery Act may be seen as a means of pressuring an
institution’s goal of educating students and its obligation to address criminal acts (Kyle et al.,
2016). College shooting situations and concealed campus carry simply add another element to
notification policies. According to the University of Texas at Austin’s (2016a) 2016 Annual
Security and Fire Safety Report, the warning must be distributed in a reasonable manner. This
now adds another element to the Clery Act and reporting. Crimes on campus involving students
licensed to carry a weapon must be reported immediately and comply with requirements under
the Clery Act.
Effects on Campus
The inner city and campuses have become areas of concern related to increased violence
nationwide. This has also affected large college campuses (Downey & Stage, 1999). As
campuses strive to establish and maintain a safe environment, policies and procedures are
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implemented to mitigate or diminish the likelihood of campus violence (Franz, 2017). Prior to
the enactment of the concealed campus carry law, there were no policies in place related to this
issue. Proponents of CHL argue that licensed holders, who are 21 years of age and have
completed a firearms training course, are not likely to execute violent acts (Short, 2017).
Students with mental issues, such as emotional or behavioral problems, have the potential of
imposing on others on campus through possible disruptive, disturbing, or dangerous behaviors
(Kitzrow, 2003).
It is important to understand that contemporary firearms training is mainly based on
remaining stationary while acquiring a sight picture, hold the breath, and squeeze the trigger
toward a stationary target. This is inconsistent with shooting on the move at a moving target that
is shooting back (Baratta, 1999). Such information may be important to consider when
generating concealed campus carry policy.
Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015) allows licensed concealed campus carry on publicly funded
colleges and universities. It is not a matter of choice but a legal right. Many college campuses
tend to regulate handgun possession on campus more stringently than the greater society does
(Cramer, 2014). With the new LTC law in Texas, there are multiple issues that are of concern
related to educational institutions. One issue critical to administrators is how to create,
administer, and support policy generated from the passage of this law. A secondary issue is that
of educators in the classroom publicly denouncing the new law and weapons on campus. What
they view as an attempt to protect academic freedom by prohibiting students from carrying a
weapon into their office can result in exclusion. Lastly is the issue of state-certified firearms
instructors and their role in assisting publicly funded institutions in making policy decisions.
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Administrators have had to decide how they will record, implement, and enforce such
policies, and educators have had to decide whether to accept such policies. Policy creation
committees have included not only administrators, staff, faculty, and students but also parents.
Administrators’ established position of no weapons allowed has prompted a stance that
permeates throughout some publicly funded colleges and universities. The idea of policy
creation is to generate policy that is safe and unbiased, and complies with state law.
According to Thompson, Price, Dake, and Teeple (2012), faculty have taken a strong
position related to campus carry:
A large percentage of faculty members were not supportive of people with a concealed
handgun permit carrying their handguns on campus (94%) or off campus (84%).
Thompson et al. found that faculty members would not likely obtain a permit if carrying a
handgun on campus was legal (92%) and would be even less likely to actually carry such
a weapon on their campuses if it were legal (97%). Faculty thought that before anyone
could have a concealed carry permit, they should have to pass a firearms training course
(96%), be required to periodically practice at a firing range to maintain their skills
(85%), and should have to show proof of a minimum of liability insurance in case they
were to wound or kill an innocent person (89%). (pp. 368–369)
Thompson et al. did not define training, however, leaving it to interpretation. In addition,
Thompson et al. (2012) conducted their research in Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, and
Wisconsin and did not include administrators from Texas. Ohio and Indiana do not have statemandated laws for concealed carry, so the decision to allow concealed carry weapons on
campuses is made by each college individually (National Conference of State Legislatures,
2018). With Texas falling under Senate Bill 11, publicly funded colleges and universities cannot
prohibit students from carrying a concealed handgun on campus by applying stipulations to the
law, such as additional training or carrying insurance. The Texas statute states that
college/university policies cannot establish blanket prohibition of guns (Franz, 2017). Taking a
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position that leaves no room for evolution of effective policies has the potential to result in
inadequate policies.
Gaps
The concealing and carrying of firearms and handguns, specifically on campus, is a
relatively unstudied topic (Abrams, 2015). There is no indication or evidence that a student who
is concealed carry certified has reacted with a weapon in any publicly funded college or
university in Texas since the passing of the law. There is little or no evidence that a student has
confronted a professor in a classroom discussion since Texas Senate Bill 11 was passed. One
concern with the passage of this law was the risk that accidental shootings would dramatically
increase (Lewis, 2011). However, only one such incident has been reported in a publicly funded
university. Weeks after Texas Senate Bill 11 went into effect, a firearm was accidentally
discharged at Tarleton State University in a dorm located in Integrity Hall (Osborne, 2016).
There were no injuries reported as a result of this incident. Administrators and university
employees often must deal with consequences of legislative policy related to concealed firearms
(DeAngelis et al., 2017).
Theories
Lewin’s change theory may be the best fit for publicly funded colleges and universities in
concealed campus carry. Lewin described a successful change process as taking place in three
steps. This theory was originally a concept utilized in nursing. Lewin’s change theory is a
theory that has been tested in areas where change is not easily accepted. Lewin’s change theory
is considered the archetype of change models that apply both to personal groups and
organizational change. This humanistic approach promoted by Lewin required releasing the old
philosophy and concentrating on the new. This change could only be successful with learning
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and involvement being the bedrock for implementing and solidifying this behavioral change
(Burns, 2004).
For centuries, publicly funded colleges and universities have enjoyed the freedom of
attending students not carrying concealed weapons on campus. Recent law changed that
freedom. The pendulum swung in the direction of freedom to carry concealed weapons on
campus, changing a long-established idea that weapons were not welcome on college campuses.
The basis behind Lewin’s change theory begins with a frozen position. The process of
change begins with the step of unfreezing an established belief or position. This requires that the
established, built-in mode be open to change. Unfreezing represents a letting go of an idea that
has kept behavior stable and moving toward a change that is supported by a new force such as a
law or policy (Schein, 1999). Lewin’s change theory begins with the passing of Texas Senate
Bill 11 in publicly funded colleges and universities in Texas. The driving force was the newly
created law; the restraining force was the publicly funded colleges and universities.
The second step in Lewin’s change theory is change. In this step, the process of changing
behavior is movement (Kritsonis, 2004), which includes moving the public colleges and
universities to a new level. A change in their policy creation prompted a realignment never
experienced in publicly funded colleges and universities. Lewin’s change theory would include
a change in behavior or acceptance of the law.
Lewin’s last step is refreezing. Lewin’s refreezing step seeks to solidify the group at a
new firm or stationary position, hence ensuring the new expected behaviors are firmly safe from
retrogression (Burnes, 2004). Refreezing can only take place at the campus carry law stage
because it is now set in place. It is probable that in years to come, chancellors, administrators,
and faculty at publicly funded universities will leave higher education, retire, or move on to
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another institution or campus. Addressing this issue with permanence rather than suppressing it
might be beneficial for university generations to come.
Changing Colleges and Universities
While public colleges and universities may undergo changes, the issue today involves the
passing of the concealed carry on campus law. Illustrations of how administrators have
responded to concealed carry law may be found in existing studies. Price et al. (2014) conducted
a study of college and university presidents located in various areas of the nation in order to
gauge their perceptions of the concealed campus carry law. This study consisted of 900
administrators who were chosen from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for
Education Statistics. The instrument used was a four-page, 49-item questionnaire. According to
Price et al., “Most of the participating presidents were male (76%), White (87%), between the
ages of 60 and 69 (52%) and did not own a firearm (79%)” (p. 463). Only 5% of participants
had a valid permit to carry a concealed handgun. Price et al. found that the university presidents
surveyed perceived that most of their faculty felt safe on their campuses. Additionally, the
“presidents were not supportive of students, faculty, or visitors carrying concealed handguns on
campus (95%) or off campus (69%)” (Price et al., 2014, p. 463).
According to the University of Texas at Austin (2016b) Campus Carry Policies and
Implementation Strategies, President Gregory L. Fenves created a working group consisting of
faculty, staff, students, an alumnus, a parent, and a university administrator to recommend rules
and regulations relative to carrying concealed handguns by license holders on campus.
According to this report, of the 38 members in the task force, only four were student
representatives. The group did not reflect the demographics of the student body. Students, in
general, are not consulted when concealed carry policies are considered (Cavanaugh, Bouffard,
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Wells, & Nobles, 2012). The task force developed a proposal, which they presented to the board
of regents, and with a few amendments, the proposal was approved. Firearms instructors were
not represented on the University of Texas task force. In a 2016 letter submitted by University
of Texas President Gregory Fenves to the University of Texas System Chancellor William H.
McRaven, President Fenves was not in agreement with the concealed handgun law and stated
that handguns at an institution of higher learning are contrary to the goal and purpose of
education and research, which is based on inquiry, free speech, and debate. This letter was
submitted February 17, 2016, approximately 6 months prior to the passage of the concealed carry
law.
Many schools were not receptive to the passage of Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015). When
the concealed carry law was enacted in Texas, a visible, strong public opponent to the law was
University of Texas System Chancellor William McRaven, who oversaw nine universities
throughout Texas (Watkins, 2015). McRaven’s primary concerns were protecting the faculty,
students, and visitors while ensuring that academic freedom was not impacted in any way. Being
an opponent does not allow one to take a stance of inertia. Texas Senate Bill 11 stated,
After consulting with students, staff, and faculty of the institution regarding the nature of
the student population, specific safety considerations, and the uniqueness of the campus
environment, the president or other chief executive officer of an institution of higher
education in this state shall establish reasonable rules, regulations, or other provisions
regarding the carrying of concealed handguns by license holders on the campus of the
institution or on premises located on the campus of the institution.
With the new law passed, remedies must be put in place to safeguard both the students
and the faculty. The issue then continues to be training and how to manage it. When the
presidents were asked about the standards that should exist for carrying a concealed handgun,
“the majority (88%) thought a person should have to pass a firearms training course” (Price et
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al., 2014, p. 464). There was no discussion as to what that course should consist of. Firearms
training courses run the gamut, from firing 50 shots at a target to a full 40- to 80-hour course.
Price et al. (2014) concluded that “87% of the presidents thought that people who had a
concealed carry permit should have to periodically practice at a firing range to maintain their
skills” (p. 464). The sole responsibility or additional training lies with the licensee and is not
mandated.
With the tragedy of the school shooting at Columbine High School, “The term active
shooter has entered the lexicon of our schools, and the 2007 killing spree at Virginia Tech
showed how such an event could occur in a university setting” (R. Patton, Thomas, & Wada,
2012, p. 553). The passing of Senate Bill 11 allowed students to carry concealed weapons on
campus, raising safety issues for university administrators and faculty. Administrators now face
the issue of creating policies and procedures, as well as accepting the law. Safety on campuses is
a major issue for administrators.
Safety on Campus
In generating policies, administrators must consider and address the procedures for
engaging or refraining from engagement in a classroom shooting situation on their campus.
Current policy does not address this issue; therefore, engagement could create a significant issue
for responding police officers. In 2015, Umpqua Community College (UCC) experienced a
massacre that left at least 10 people dead. According to Legum (2015), John Parker Jr., a veteran
and student at UCC, revealed that he was on campus with a concealed handgun and suggested
other students also carried concealed handguns. Parker’s interview revealed that when he was
made aware of the shooting, a SWAT team was already on the campus. Parker was concerned
that police might identify him as a shooter or suspect and target him, so he removed himself from
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the situation by quickly retreating into the classroom (Legum, 2015). Parker’s experience and
training as a veteran prepared him to understand that displaying his weapon after police were in
control of the scene could have jeopardized him and others. College and university students
without this training and experience may not have considered this danger. The training that it
takes for a person to get a CHL is not nearly enough to prepare CHL holders for situations where
police are responding (Schmidtling, 2015).
In generating rules and regulations, administrators must incorporate additional issues,
such as the idea of students in plainclothes making it difficult for police officers to identify a
suspect from a student. This issue is not addressed in CHL training and could be detrimental in
the college and university settings. Having concealed carry permit holders armed and in regular
clothes presents a challenge for responding police officers (Schmidtling, 2015). Police officers
are guided solely by the information given to them on emergency calls. Much of the
responsibility of carrying a concealed weapon should rely on common sense; however, school
policies should include when not to display a weapon, focusing specifically on rules for returning
fire and when to refrain from displaying a weapon during a situation where police are
responding.
Not only is it important for administrators to initiate policy for campus carry applicable to
their campuses, it is also important for them to ensure that the policy is distributed throughout
the campus and that students and staff are aware of the content of the policy. Concealed campus
carry has changed the responsibilities of being an educator in these colleges and universities.
The safety of students on campus has always been a priority of educators and administrators;
however, Senate Bill 11 changes the reality of attending a public college or university. As noted
by Schmidtling (2015),
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To obtain a concealed handgun license in the State of Texas, a person has to complete 10
hours of training on gun laws, proficiency, storage and non-violent dispute resolution
taught by a Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS) Certified CHL Trainer. (p. 7)
Today, the minimum is 4 to 6 hours training. The four areas of training mandated by the TxDPS
include (a) laws related to weapons/use of force, (b) safe storage, (c) nonviolent dispute
resolution, and (d) using the handgun safely (including use of restraint holsters). None of these
provide training for engaging in a college or university shooting or protocol for managing a
weapon in the presence of police officers.
In the state of Texas, the CHL program is overseen by the TxDPS. However, TxDPS
does not provide instructors. Instructors come from throughout the state, where they attend a 1week training course qualifying them to teach the course to individuals seeking a CHL. Many of
these instructors are retired or current police officers from other agencies who are adhering to
TxDPS requirements. It is important for college and university leadership to understand the
requirements prior to the creation of school policies and procedures, including the TxDPS
requirements. Colleges and universities can no longer be considered a safe and carefree
environment, even for CHL students.
Academic Freedom
Subsequent to the passing of campus carry laws, three University of Texas educators filed
an injunction against the university, stating that the policy violated their First Amendment right
of academic freedom, the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, and the due
process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. There might be a lack of clarity in using the term
academic freedom, which is often used with a degree of confidence that may surpass common
understanding (O’Neil, 1984). In Glass v. Paxton (2016), it was argued that the campus carry
law and policy infringed on the First Amendment right of academic freedom. Academic
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freedom is often seen as a right merely by its attachment to the First Amendment. According to
Schauer (2006), academics claiming academic freedom are arguing that the First Amendment
grants them privileges to resist requirements, rules, regulations, and instructions regarding their
employment from their workplace superiors, most commonly legitimately imposed on other
public employees. These instructors filed a lawsuit against Texas Attorney General Ken Paxton.
The lawsuit by sociology professor Glass, creative writing professor Moore, and English
professor Carter stated that allowing handguns in the classroom could be dangerous when
discussions wade into emotionally and politically charged topics, such as abortion or gay rights
(Glass v. Paxton, 2016). Each professor stated that topics in their classes were often challenging
and provocative and could cause an armed student to react adversely. Cradit (2017) explained
that university officials do not have the right to ask if anyone is carrying a handgun. State law
supports that position in that it does not allow faculty to make that inquiry. Faculty described the
passage of concealed campus carry as an element that changed their teaching and student
interaction decisions, essentially suppressing controversial or delicate discussions to avoid
provoking potentially armed students.
University Policies
In an unprecedented move, Stephen F. Austin State University (2016) and TxDPS offered
six classes related to handgun laws and CHL. Three of the classes were already part of the
curriculum that TxDPS covers in their CHL training. The remaining classes—Campus Carry
101, The Defensive Mentality, and Surviving Violence—could be valuable to CHL students, if
they were mandated classes. The classes are offered at no charge and focus on topics including
campus carry law, how to properly conceal the handgun, safety protocols, and safety in storing
the weapon. Not only did the administrators and facilitators create policy relative to CHL and
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protection of others, they took it a step further to generate these classes. Should these classes be
mandatory for all CHL students?
A student with a CHL is not expected to have the knowledge or expertise of a police
officer, and this research is not intended to suggest that. Carrying a concealed weapon on
campus does not negate the responsibility of obeying a uniformed police officer. Police officers
have extensive training and are aware of different shooter scenarios in the educational
environment, which according to Greenberg (2007) include the following:
Mobile crisis: The shooter continues to fire but has chosen to do so on the move.
Fleeing suspect: The shooter has ceased the act and has fled the scene but remains
mobile in the immediate area. In both scenarios, a police officer is expected to pursue
and bring the situation to a resolution, a student with a CHL is not.
Suicide or suicide threat: The shooter ceases shooting others and threatens to take his
or her own life or has done so. (p. 59)
Again, students are not required or expected to manage such a situation, and Texas
Senate Bill 11 (2015) does not obligate them to act. However, since the passage of campus
carry, students should be prepared to react if their life is in danger. The training alluded to in this
research is merely for survival or protection of others. This level of training is not currently
provided by the TxDPS, placing advanced training responsibility on the licensee. Additional
training by TxDPS could include scenarios that mimic real-life situations. Thompson et al.
(2014) found that 90% of students agreed with the idea that anyone granted a concealed carry
permit should first pass a firearms training course. While this was the sentiment among the
students, none of them defined what that firearms training course would consist of. When
generating policies on concealed campus carry, administrators should consider the level of
training obtained by concealed handgun carry licensees.
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It is common that students entering publicly funded colleges and universities are
generally 18 years of age and have recently graduated from high school. However, those who
are considered seniors may range from 21 to 26 years of age. Students in this age group are
permitted to have a concealed handgun license. In addition to their age, several factors can
contribute to their unpreparedness to carrying a concealed weapon, including inexperience, lack
of maturity, undetected mental health issues, and lack of supervision while on campus property.
Summary
Historically, there has never been a need to inquire into the student body’s level of
training, safety, or knowledge related to campus carry. In addition, there has never been a need
to suggest additional personnel to contribute to policy creation, as concealed campus carry
became a new issue with the enactment of the law in 2016. The issue merits further research to
examine how this law will impact colleges and universities. With the law being fairly new to the
college and university community, more extensive research can determine the effects of
concealed campus carry on administrators and faculty of publicly funded universities. Most
recently, House Bill 48 of the 83rd Legislature (License Renewal Procedure, 2013) changed the
requirements, stating that continuing education or training for LTC/campus carry is no longer
required. Licenses can be renewed online without any demonstration of proficiency. This
change could profoundly affect university policies and expectations.
This research included exploring the perspectives of administrators/faculty and firearms
instructors of whether current training is sufficient; whether academic leaders possess sufficient
knowledge of the training, requirements, and changes in the law expected by the State of Texas;
and whether this knowledge is sufficient to generate appropriate policies and procedures for their
university. More research is needed as the new generation of students and possibly
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administrators is composed of millennials with a mindset that training is important but also with
a sense of entitlement and expectation that authority figures will fix problems for them (RobeyGraham, 2008).
At the center of policy creation is public opinion. Public policy includes decisions of a
government or equivalent authority (Weible, 2014). In the case of a publicly funded college or
university, stakeholders must be representative of the university makeup, including students.
The LTC law allows concealed campus carry on public colleges and universities, but the weapon
must remain concealed from public view. Concealed campus carry has been a topic of
conversation in various publicly funded universities throughout the United States. R. Patton et
al. (2012) asserted that the potential for violence on campus, even intense violence, is a reality.
Advocates of concealed campus carry often offer two basic reasons for allowing concealed
campus carry. The first points to a constitutional law afforded by the Second Amendment, and
the second relates to the need for self-defense or self-protection (Dahl et al., 2016).
With the Virginia Tech tragedy and similar events, the issue of concealed campus carry
was brought to the forefront. Whereas some universities fought the law, during the 2015
legislative session, several states introduced bills to allow legally carrying a concealed handgun
on campuses; however, “all failed except for Texas” (Sanfilippo, 2017, p. 48). The
implementation of the campus carry law in Texas took effect in August 2016. Coincidentally,
this was the 50th year of the anniversary of the 1966 tower shooting at University of Texas at
Austin. Today, Texas university leaders and faculty have difficulty accepting the
implementation of campus carry, disappointed in a proposal to allow guns in the classroom
(Mangan, 2016). Campus policy addressing this issue had to be instituted by the existing
university leadership. University of Texas administrators and leaders reluctantly began planning
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for policy creation in 2015. Advocates throughout the country hold on to the fact that the right to
carry a handgun is protected by the Second Amendment. Despite this conditionally protected
right and the newly instituted campus carry law, administrators at many universities in Texas are
not totally in agreement with the law and have expressed apprehension about handguns on their
campuses (Phillips, 2016). This includes both private and public universities.
With the passage of campus carry, new policies and procedures had to be established and
put in place. Many of these policies were generated with the Texas Penal Code as the
foundation. However, participants in this research reported that firearms instructors were not
invited into the policy creation committees. In many cases, the language for policies does not
differ from that of the Texas Penal Code. The issue not only involves policies and procedures
for carrying on campus but also addresses whether to carry a concealed handgun on campus. It
is necessary that policy makers recognize that campus carry is now law; therefore, it is a right for
students to make that choice. Second, policy creators must consider how much is known about
the training involved in carrying a concealed weapon on campus.
It is important to remember that the LTC/concealed handgun class is not intended to
teach someone how to shoot. It teaches basic gun safety and the legal aspects of carrying a
firearm. Firearms instructors facilitate these concealed handgun classes, and many have law
enforcement experience. For students attempting to obtain their licenses, their ability to receive
this license only depends on obtaining a passing score.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of publicly funded college and
university administrators/faculty and firearms instructors on the creation of concealed campus
carry policies. Prior to the passage of campus carry law, publicly funded college and university
administrators were tasked with creating campus policy for the new law. These colleges and
universities were required to establish policies to accommodate the implementation of concealed
campus carry. According to Texas Senate Bill 11 (2015), publicly funded colleges and
universities have the latitude to create policy related to concealed campus carry. The problem is
that policies were being created by stakeholders, which in many cases consisted of faculty, staff,
students, and even community members (Franz, 2017). These policy creation committees and
task forces presumably did not include firearms instructors.
This research was conducted to discover the perceptions and experiences of members of
public colleges and universities, as well as those of firearms instructors, to determine how these
perspectives might align with or differ from policies created for public colleges and universities.
This chapter includes the research design and method, population, instrumentation, qualitative
data collection, researcher’s role, assumptions, ethical considerations, limitations, and
delimitations.
Research Design and Method
For this study, I used a qualitative interview design with semistructured interviews.
Interviews can be beneficial to a researcher because they allow for obtaining deep-rooted
information on each participant’s experience and point of view on particular topics (Turner,
2010). One reason to interview people is that they know things researchers want to know (Vogt,
Gardner, & Haeffele, 2012). One objective of the qualitative research interview is to dispense
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and share knowledge that is based on the experiences of the interviewees and to understand the
significance those hold for interviewees in their world (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). The
goal is to view the subject from the participants’ perspective and to understand what prompts
them to have this perspective (Cassell & Symon, 1994). This approach could shed light on an
interviewee’s personal knowledge and position, which may play into generating policies. This
research design allowed me to determine the knowledge of the administrators and firearms
instructors relative to training requirements and personal perspectives on campus carry.
Qualitative inquiry encompasses getting out into the areas of where real life takes place,
including organizations, communities, and hangouts, and getting close to people to gather
information on what is really happening in their world (M. Patton, 2015).
For this research, I selected the semistructured interview. The reason for choosing to use
the semistructured interview was to attempt to establish the participants’ perspectives related to
an experience connected to the research topic (McIntosh & Morse, 2015). Obtaining this
information gave me the opportunity to ask follow-up questions, if needed. I was prepared to
insert follow-up questions or prompts in the event they were needed and in order to ensure open,
transparent responses from participants (Turner, 2010). Campus carry is a topic that can elicit
emotional and behavioral reactions (Cavanaugh et al., 2012).
TxDPS (n.d.) requires firearms instructors to maintain 90% proficiency; however, a 21year-old only requires 70% proficiency to obtain a license. What is not known is if instructors
and university/college administrators have different or similar personal perspectives on the
nature of training and its necessity in the college context. Interviewing firearms instructors
allowed for qualitative comparative analysis, which focuses on systematically making
comparisons to generate explanations (M. Patton, 2015). The comparison involving firearms
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instructors and university administrators encompassed gauging their perspectives on concealed
campus carry, their life experiences involving handguns, and their perspectives on who should
contribute to policy creation in publicly funded colleges and universities. Additionally,
interviewing university administrators provided insight as to their perceptions on creating
institutional policies and limitations created by this new campus carry law, as the law has
specific boundaries. This method of research allowed for comparison and contrast of the
similarities and differences of university administrators and firearms instructors in knowledge of
firearms, training, and policy creation. It also allowed for examining standing policy and the
position of university faculty and staff.
The objective was to approach individuals by acknowledging that their input was
significant to the research. This allowed for interactive participation and offered the opportunity
for clarification and follow-up. A means of obtaining this research included interviewing
administrators and faculty located in Texas. Research also included a degree of qualitative
research to explore specific reasons why faculty may oppose or support concealed campus carry
on their campuses.
Population
In this study, I interviewed 6 individuals representing publicly funded college and
university administrators and faculty. The selection was made up of individuals representing
local colleges and universities and included a publicly funded community college participant
who had experienced a campus shooting event.
TxDPS had many firearms instructors to choose from when beginning this research. A
sample of 8 firearms instructors was taken from the respective geographical areas of the
campuses of the administrators who were interviewed. These firearms instructors were
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interviewed to compare and contrast the perspectives of university administrators and how each
viewed the process.
Sample
The sample utilized for this research was 8 Texas firearms instructors and 6
administrators and faculty from publicly funded colleges and universities. The publicly funded
colleges and universities were limited to only two publicly funded 2-year community colleges.
The most critical part of research is determining the research topic. Once the topic is selected,
the appropriate research design must be selected, and lastly an appropriate and adequate sample
must be located. No research task is more paramount to creating research that is credible and
reliable than obtaining an adequate sample (B. Marshall, Cardon, Poddar, & Fontenot, 2013).
Choosing a research study sample is primary in any research project. A major reason for
obtaining an adequate sample is that the idea of studying whole populations is neither practical
nor feasible (M. Marshall, 1996). Additionally, the community college sample was instrumental
to this research because it captured a college population that had in the past experienced a
shooting event on campus.
The Texas firearms instructors and the participants from publicly funded colleges and
universities were selected for the specific reason of comparing and contrasting the positions,
knowledge, and experience of the two groups. M. Patton (2015) identified comparison-focused
sampling as “selecting cases to compare and contrast to learn about the factors that explain
similarities and differences” (p. 267). When obtaining a sample, researchers must ensure the
sample is appropriate and includes participants who are immensely familiar with the research
topic (Morse, Barrett, Mayan, Olson, & Spiers, 2002). In this research, the participant sample
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reflected people knowledgeable of firearms laws and policies, as well as those knowledgeable of
campus policies and procedures.
Instrumentation
The instrumentation used in this research was interview questions. The questions were
generated with the intent of measuring whether or not administrators/faculty would benefit from
the input of firearms instructors regarding concealed campus carry policy creation. Interviews
were conducted in person, face-to-face, by telephone, or by email. Interviews were
semistructured and open-ended. I chose semistructured interviews as a means of allowing
participants the ability to speak freely and explain their responses and any meaning behind them.
This also allowed for explanation of any expertise the participant might have on the topic.
Semistructured interviews also allowed them to respond to questions in greater depth (Horton,
Macve, & Struyven, 2004). The series of questions helped me to determine participants’
knowledge, experience, and training relative to campus carry. Each question was open-ended
and allowed me to inquire further and ask follow-up questions for additional information and
clarification, if needed.
With the exception of one, all the firearms instructor interviews were personal, face-toface interviews. One firearm instructor submitted an electronic interview via email. This was
accepted due to the firearms instructor’s demanding schedule and to get another female firearms
instructor’s perspective. Administrators and faculty proved more difficult to interview in person
due to demanding schedules and failure to respond to requests. As a means of convenience for
administrators/faculty, two interviews were conducted by phone, two via email, and the
remaining interviews were conducted face-to-face in their campus offices. The two email
interviews were submitted and accepted due to demanding schedules and scheduling conflicts.
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Kvale (2006) defined an interview as “a meeting where a reporter obtains information from a
person, as a meeting with another person to achieve a specific goal, and more generally, as a
conversation with a purpose” (p. 483).
In this research, I concentrated on viewing the interview not based on scores but on using
a lens that focused on the position of individuals who participated in the study (Creswell &
Miller, 2000). Not all interviews took the same length of time, with some requiring more time
than others. This was because some participants were able to express their position succinctly
and expediently; others required laying a foundation for the answers to come. In this qualitative
research, a major factor related to validity was the study participants. The firearms instructors
were knowledgeable and experienced; some owned and operated their own gun range or
business, a couple were certified to teach school safety, and all were knowledgeable of the LTC
law. Administrators and faculty members also had an extensive background in education, as
well as knowledge of campus requirements, sensitive areas on campus, and university
expectations.
Qualitative Data Collection
Qualitative data collection consisted of handwritten notes and audio recordings of the
participants. A one-on-one interview is a one-on-one conversation between an interviewee and
an interviewer to collect rich, in-depth information about an interviewee (Ivankova, 2015). The
background in a qualitative study tells the genesis of the problem or the area of opportunity one
wishes to address (Terrell, 2016). Data collected included demographic information, background
information, experience, and skills. Meeting face-to-face with individuals allowed me to observe
their body language and reactions.
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The data collection process in interpretative, quality field studies is typically conducted
by interviewing participants or through observation (Gasson, 2004). The interview process
consisted of semistructured, open-ended questions with faculty and administrators of colleges
and universities. Apart from the two interviews submitted by email, the face-to-face interviews
of administrators and faculty were conducted on-site at the faculty’s and administrators’
respective campuses, or by phone. These sites were chosen to minimize inconvenience to the
participants. By conducting interviews at these locations, I expected that interviewees would be
open and forthcoming with their responses to the interview. I understood that a potential for
disruption existed, including phone calls, texts, and/or emergency situations. It was expected
that the information received would override any unplanned disruptions. By utilizing openended questions on-site, it was expected that the experience and perspective of administrators
and faculty would be more easily obtained, increasing their comfort level and the validity of the
information.
Additionally, interviews with firearms instructors were also conducted in a setting of
their choice. However, because firearms instructors operate independently, there was no specific
location, and the interviews took place at public places agreed upon by each firearms instructor.
There were no interruptions or disruptions during the interviews. It is not outside the norm for
qualitative researchers to conduct their studies in the area where the participants live and work;
this is important to understand what the participants are saying (Creswell, 2006).
Data saturation is relevant in qualitative research. Francis et al. (2010) defined data
saturation as being reached when there were no more “themes, findings, concepts, or problems
evident in the data obtained” (p. 4). Utilizing the sample of 8 Texas firearms instructors allowed
for insight into the foundation of their perceptions and beliefs relative to concealed campus
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carry. Data and information were obtained in a manner that facilitated ease and confidence in
the research. Researchers may have difficulty in planning or controlling the situation where their
work is to take place; however, presenting an amicable approach could result in a comfortable
environment where participants may contribute valid and reliable data (Barriball & While, 1994).
With these participants, there was a comfort level that allowed each to speak openly and
passionately regarding concealed campus carry.
Qualitative Data Analysis
To effectively analyze the data, it was important to recognize and document experiences
and situations that might have occurred and that were discovered only though the information I
was reviewing. An important aspect of this research was the position taken by those creating
university policies. In data analysis of this research, experience owning, handling, and carrying a
weapon could be instrumental in generating campus carry policy.
Data obtained were voluminous and needed to be coded. Saldaña (2016) identified
coding as most often involving “a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative,
salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language based on visual
data” (p. 4). Coding involved pursuing related words or phrases mentioned by the interviewees
(Hilal & Alabri, 2013). Coding was the process used to separate and categorize the data received
by dividing the information into major themes and issues. Coding allows for greater familiarity
with the contents and initiates a few basic analytic processes (Saldaña, 2016). In coding, all
“content relevant statements made by the participants were marked, paraphrased, and
summarized” (Jungbauer, Heibach, & Urban, 2015, p. 80). In doing so, themes began to emerge,
and redundant information surfaced. This allowed for a clearer consensus of prominent
information. With ideas emerging, information allowed for development of categories. Many of
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the phrases and words stemmed from the law of concealed campus carry. Electronic methods of
coding data are increasingly being used by innovative researchers (Basit, 2003). NVivo was the
electronic process applied to coding these data. However, I discovered manual coding worked
best for me in this research because visually it allowed for easier discovery of themes and
categories. Manual coding was utilized prior to NVivo in an effort to organize the data.
Limitations
A limitation of this research was that it was limited to publicly funded colleges and
universities in the state of Texas, which means it may not be directly generalizable to other
schools and/or states. In addition, many students now participate in online and distance classes,
allowing them to legally carry a concealed weapon while not personally attending class on
campus. A secondary limitation was that the law was enacted prior to the 2016–17 school year.
Although positions were already being taken, this allowed for a limited amount of time for
administrators to convene and identify individuals and stakeholders for a task force. This
research did not reflect the position of any private universities, as they may opt out of the
concealed campus carry law. A third limitation was that these colleges and universities were not
equal in enrollment. One university had as many as 51,000 students, whereas another university
had 12,000 students. Additionally, there is a view that Texas may have a relatively strong gun
culture. Based on this view, there may be greater rates of gun carrying in Texas than in other
states (Bouffard et al., 2012).
This research was also limited in that of the 6 academic participants, only 2
administrators agreed to participate. Of the remaining participants, 2 were faculty and 2 were
PhD faculty members of major universities. It is imperative to understand that the outcome
could have been different if more administrators had participated or if an alternative
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methodology was used. These findings do not reflect all universities throughout the state of
Texas. Based on this research, results indicated that committees were used in the universities
represented.
Delimitations
Although states like Utah and Colorado preceded Texas in passing CHL, in this research
I did not delve deeply into their experience with CHL. This research was limited to firearms
instructors already employed by TxDPS.
Ethical Issues
Prior to data collection and interviews, publicly funded colleges and universities were
contacted for site approval and protocol. Institutional review board (IRB) permission was then
requested from Abilene Christian University for continuation on this research. The IRB
permission was granted on June 19, 2018, under IRB 18-038.
In conducting this research, I understood that school shootings evoke great sentiment and
emotion. Establishing the ethical guidelines was important. Entering the lives of others,
especially on such a sensitive topic, had to be taken into consideration (Rabionet, 2011). A
voluntary consent form was provided to each participant explaining what to expect in the process
of the interview and this research.
Assumptions
It is an assumption of this study that all participants responded to interview questions in
an honest, trustworthy manner.
Summary
This research was focused on the recently passed campus carry law and policies that
guide those who choose to carry on campus. It is a new law for Texas, enacted in 2016;
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therefore, research in Texas on this subject is new. Data collection was focused on a specific
group consisting of college and university administrators and faculty, as well as Texas firearms
instructors. Data were analyzed based on interviews and responses. Colleges and universities
have faced new challenges since the Virginia Tech shooting incident. However, in Texas,
legislation regulates policy and requires administrators to stay within certain boundaries when
generating policy. Opinion and administrative policy cannot intermix. Arrigo, Bersot, and
Sellers (2011) advised that when policy is being developed on the topic of concealed carry on
campus, the rights of citizens and academic institutions should be taken into consideration.
Other factors to consider are the impact the law will have on stakeholders and how the policy
could affect the dynamic of the university.
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Chapter 4: Data Collection
For this study, I utilized a qualitative interview design. Interviews provided “in-depth
information pertaining to participants’ experiences and viewpoints on a particular topic” (Turner,
2010, p. 753). This qualitative research was conducted to examine and explore the effects of the
lived experiences of firearms instructors and university administrators on concealed campus
carry policy creation. In this chapter, I explain the results of the data collection. The research
questions guiding this study were as follows:
Q1. How can the experience of firearms instructors contribute to policy creation for a
more effective concealed handgun carry policy on campus?
Q2. How can an administrator’s perception of and experience with handguns contribute
to creating more restrictive or more lenient policy related to concealed campus carry at publicly
funded colleges and universities?
Q3. How might the lived experiences and inclusion of firearms instructors modify
existing or future concealed carry policies?
For this qualitative research, I employed a qualitative interview design. The purpose of a
research interview is not to modify, transform, or change people or their views, but instead it is
to gather data (M. Patton, 2015). Merriam (1995) asked of the qualitative research design, “How
do you know the researcher isn’t biased and just finding what he or she expects to find?” (p. 53).
Qualitative interview design allows for immediate clarification of information received.
Merriam (2002) asserted that “the key to understanding qualitative research lies with the idea
that meaning is socially constructed by individuals in interaction with their world” (p. 3).
With the increase of crime, college and university campuses are also subject to
experiencing instances of crime and violence (Arrigo & Acheson, 2016). Remaining in a state of
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inertia is not acceptable because the law for concealed campus carry was passed. Because the
law is now state mandated, developing policies becomes challenging, not only due to the
variability in the provisions of state laws but also because the laws have elicited emotional
responses from campus community members who both support and oppose the laws (Carter &
Turner, 2017).
Participants
The participants comprised two groups: (a) firearms instructors and (b) public college and
university administrators and faculty. I utilized a qualitative methodology beginning with
firearms instructors. In the state of Texas, firearms instructors can opt to publish their contact
information on the TxDPS website. The list consisted of approximately 1,812 individuals.
Approximately 9.66% of these instructors were female. Firearms instructors were recruited from
central, southeast, and northeast Texas. I maintained written records of the interviews, as well as
audio recordings of the face-to-face interviews.
Efforts were made to interview administrators from the same areas in Texas; however,
many administrators were not willing to participate in this research. Administrators from major
public universities were contacted for their participation. Of the 9 contacted, 4 did not respond
to my request. Two professors from two of those colleges and universities agreed to an
interview and were included in these results. The president from an East Texas public university
agreed to an interview and was included in these results. Also included was an associate vice
president from a major university in central Texas. Two faculty members from a local major
university also agreed to participate in this research.
Ten administrators from 2-year community colleges were contacted; 5 did not respond.
Two presidents of a community college declined to participate. Two others from a community
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college agreed to participate. One president of a community college explained that she was the
dean of education at the Texas Department of Corrections; therefore, concealed carry did not
apply. The total number of administrators contacted for participation was 19 (see Table 1).
Table 1
Research Participants

Contacted
Accepted
Declined
Ineligible
No response
Pilot interview
(excluded
from research)
a

Community college

Public university

Firearms instructor

10
2 faculty

9
1 president
1 associate president
2 PhD faculty
1 faculty representative

20
8

4 administrators

5
1

2 presidents
1a
5

6

Texas Department of Corrections academic dean.

Interviews
Interviews are built on trust (Vogt et al., 2012). While the interviews were intended to be
synchronous, face-to-face interviews, 3 of the 15 were not. One firearms instructor and 2 faculty
members submitted asynchronous interviews via email. Today’s technology offers the option of
using email in research. While face-to-face interviews are often better, there are occasions when
face-to-face may not be feasible, or even when feasible, it may not always be the right choice.
Email and other Internet-based forms of communication are expanding rapidly and have their
advocates (Vogt et al., 2012). Three traditional sources of data in research, as mentioned by
Merriam (2002), are interviews, observations, and documents. Merriam also stated that with the
advent of computer technology, data may be collected online. My initial goal was to interview
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an administrator from a community college who had experience with an active shooter event.
The president from one such community college denied my request; however, a faculty member
agreed to participate in my research. I felt that her input might be beneficial to this research, and
I accepted the asynchronous interview by way of email as an interview based on truth with no
contamination. Written records of the interviews, as well as audio recordings of the face-to-face
interviews, were maintained, and audio interviews were transcribed and kept as a hard record.
Firearms instructors were accommodated according to their requested meeting places, including
public restaurants, a conference room in a business office, a hotel lobby, and a local police
academy in Houston.
In qualitative interview design research, human experience is important. Experience is
examined as a means to understanding the participant’s point of view and to understand what it
means and how experience contributes to how it is viewed in their world (Kvale, 2006). This
research involved responses associated with personal experiences, often making the results
subjective. Therefore, this study was an ontological study, as information can be subjective.
Interviewing individuals can provide information related to participants’ experience and how this
affects their view on a specific subject (Turner, 2010). These questions should be open-ended
and constructed in a manner that will evoke unrehearsed responses and open up lines for
discussion. Barribal and While (1994) believed that semistructured interviews are the best
means for collecting data based on two reasons. The first is that semistructured interviews are
conducive for exploring what perceptions and positions respondents have related to the topic
being researched, particularly if the topic is controversial or sensitive. Semistructured interviews
also allow for follow-up questioning and clarification. Second, semistructured interviews can be
selected as data collection to obtain additional information from the sample group (Barribal &
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While, 1994). This relates specifically to this research because each participant’s perceptions
and opinions could be instrumental in future research on this sensitive issue. The interviews
were conducted and lasted between 24 and 51 minutes.
Once completed, interviews were transcribed and put in chronological order according to
the dates and times administered. Audio interviews were transcribed and kept as a hard record.
In conjunction with the transcribing, hard copies of interviews were then read several times to
determine whether any immediate categories might emerge. The material was organized in order
of consistencies and ideas that emerged, creating categories and themes. A theme can be used to
identify pertinent elements in the data relative to what is being researched and can represent
important ideas in the research coming from the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Research began with interviews of firearms instructors. After the pilot interview, I
discovered that certain questions required rewording due to their confusing nature. I contacted
the IRB and requested to change Question 7 to read, “Why would administrators object to” from
“Would you object to.” Along with that change, there was an emphasis that needed to be
recorded.
Texas Penal Code § 46.01 (2018) defines handgun as “any firearm that is designed,
made, or adapted to be fired with one hand.” In the research questions, the word weapon was
originally used instead of handgun. As part of the changes, the word weapon was changed to
handgun on Questions 3, 11, and 13 to better represent the research. Despite the minimal
change, the IRB was notified of the change, and permission was granted to continue the research.
The pilot interview is excluded from the findings presented in this chapter.

56
Firearms Instructors
In beginning my research, I originally contacted 20 firearms instructors for their
participation. Six declined to participate, 5 did not respond, and 1 was excluded from this
research as he was the pilot interview mentioned earlier. Participating firearms instructors
included 8 individuals. Three of the instructors were women, making the group approximately
37% women. Five of the instructors were either current or retired law enforcement officers from
the federal, local, or state level. One firearms instructor had military experience, and 3 were
current or former educators. Seven of the firearms instructors were interviewed in cities with
major publicly funded colleges or universities. In one case, the asynchronous interview was
again submitted by email. Several attempts were made to reach the firearms instructor.
Believing she was not interested, I moved on with my research only to discover that she had
submitted the information by email. Having only interviewed 2 female firearms instructors,
neither of whom was a police officer, I accepted the emailed interview to get the perspective of a
female law enforcement officer and certified firearms instructor.
The issue of confidentiality and anonymity was discussed, and each firearms instructor
voluntarily signed a consent form and voluntarily responded to the questions asked. The
firearms instructors’ ages ranged from 49 to 64, with their experience in handling firearms or
handguns ranging from 5 to 30 years and their DPS certification ranging from 5 to 12 years.
Firearms instructor information is listed in Table 2.
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Table 2
Firearms Instructors Demographics
Participant
African American
female
Hispanic female
Hispanic male
Hispanic male
Hispanic male
White female
White male
White male

Years in law
enforcement

Military
Educator experience
experience Age
school/college

0

Yes

45

None

Years of
firearms
experience
25

30+
0
30+
10+
0
0
30+

No
No
No
No
No
No
No

55
64
61
49
55
53
64

None
None
Community college
None
School and college
None
School

30
20
30
5
5
5
30

Four firearms instructor interviews were conducted in Austin. Upon driving into the city,
I found it difficult to miss the University of Texas tower where the deadly school shooting took
place approximately 52 years ago. While conducting a firearms interview in Austin on August 1,
2018, I was reminded by a firearms instructor that it was on that day in 1966 that the tower
shooting occurred. It was an impactful day for the university, as well as for the country. Two of
the firearms instructors interviewed were graduates of University of Texas at Austin.
For the purposes of this research, firearms instructors were identified with the prefix TxFI
and a number indicator (for example, TxFI-01). Firearms instructors were allowed to choose the
location of their interview. This allowed firearms instructors to choose a setting in which they
felt comfortable. It also helped to emphasize the importance of what they had to contribute.
TxFI-01 was a 64-year-old Hispanic male with no law enforcement experience and no
military experience. He was a graduate of University of Texas at Austin, where he majored in
political science. He had conducted extensive firearms training, including working with several
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military branches. He had been a DPS firearms instructor since 1993. This interview was
conducted face-to-face.
TxFI-02 was a 61-year-old Hispanic male with extensive law enforcement experience.
When I approached this instructor for the interview, he was serving in the training division of his
department as a departmental firearms instructor. He had 30 years of firearms experience and
retired from law enforcement in 2018. He had been a DPS firearms instructor since 2011. This
interview was conducted face-to-face at a local police academy
TxFI-03 was a 45-year-old African American female with no law enforcement
experience. She served in the military for several years. She had approximately 25 years of
firearms instruction experience. She became an instructor after attending and completing an
LTC class. She stated that she found the White male instructor monotone and that it was not a
good experience for her as a woman. The experience of that class gave her the desire to focus on
training within her ethnic community. She had been a DPS instructor since 1993. This face-toface interview was conducted at a local coffee shop.
TxFI-04 was a 64-year-old White male with extensive law enforcement experience. He
served a local law enforcement agency for over 30 years and had been retired for 4 years. He
was also an educator at a high school prior to settling in law enforcement and had been a DPS
instructor since 1993. This interview was conducted face-to-face at a local police academy.
TxFI-05 was a 55-year-old White female whose career had been as a high school and
college educator. In 2007, she retired from education when she was assaulted on campus. In
2011, she attended an LTC class and became a DPS instructor in 2013. This interview was
conducted face-to-face at a hotel lobby.
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TxFI-06 was a 49-year-old Hispanic male with law enforcement experience and was a
current law enforcement officer. He owned his own company, which offered courses in LTC
and advanced firearms training. He had no military experience and became a DPS instructor in
2013. This interview was face-to face and was conducted at a local juice shop in Austin.
TxFI-07 was a 53-year-old White male with no law enforcement experience. He
maintained a corporate position with a prominent company. He became NRA certified in 2010
and had been a DPS instructor since 2013. This interview was conducted face-to-face in the
firearms instructor’s office.
TxFI-08 was a 61-year-old Hispanic female with 30 years extensive law enforcement
experience at the federal level. She was a firearms trainer to other federal agents and task force
agents, and assisted others in improving their shooting skills. She had been a DPS instructor
since 2013. This interview was submitted by email.
Administrators and Faculty
Administrators were of major relevance to this research. Numerous university
administrators throughout the state of Texas were contacted for their participation. Many
declined to participate, and several did not respond to my request. Without a substantial number
of participating administrators, the research was extended to public college and university
faculty. Interviews consisted of one university president of a major university, one associate vice
president of safety and security of a major university, two community college faculty, and two
university professors, both of whom had a PhD.
For this research, university and college administrators and faculty were identified with
the prefix “AdmFac” and the appropriate number indicator. For example, AdmFac-01
represented the first administrator/faculty interviewed and continued to represent that individual
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throughout the research. Unlike the interviews of the firearms instructors, most of these
interviews were either phone calls or submitted by email. Each was audio recorded, except the
two that were emailed.
AdmFac-01 was a White female and president of a major university in East Texas. Her
university policy was created with a committee, which the vice president of Student Affairs and
the university police chief cochaired. We conducted a phone interview.
AdmFac-02 was a White male faculty member at a community college located just
outside of Houston. He was also an assistant chief with a local law enforcement agency. His
subject matter in this college was criminal justice, and most of his classes were taught in the
evening. He submitted his interview by email.
AdmFac-03 was a Hispanic female faculty member in a major public university. She
served in the English department as a professor and was partly responsible for adding some
socially controversial topics, such as queer theory and feminist theory, to the university
curriculum. The interview was conducted in person at her university office.
AdmFac-04 was a White female assistant professor in a major university. She had been
on staff for several years. She was one of the youngest participants in this research and received
her doctorate at the university where she currently taught. A phone interview was conducted
with this member.
AdmFac-05 was a White female on staff at a local community college. She had been an
educator for the last 40 years. She was a professor teaching business management/marketing and
was dedicated to teaching and working with her students to provide the best learning experience.
She responded to her questions by email.
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AdmFac-06 was a White male. He was the associate vice president of his university
located in central Texas. He oversaw the Office of Safety and Security and had an acute
knowledge of the university police department. This interview was conducted in person in his
office.
Results
The goal of this research was to conduct a comparative analysis of information obtained
from Texas firearms instructors and publicly funded college and university administrators. This
analysis was related specifically to the concealed campus carry law, which was enacted in 2016
and had the potential to greatly impact public colleges and universities.
Once the process of data collection was completed, I began the process of coding the data
in preparation for analysis. This was conducted in a systematic manner to facilitate a smoother
transition from coding to categories. In reading and immersing myself in the material, themes
began to emerge. On each transcript, I color-coded the topics that were similar and began sorting
out themes. In comparing the data, I realized that these themes surfaced from both the firearms
instructors and administrators/faculty, often with different perspectives. Data had to be
organized from coding to categories and eventually separated by themes.
Themes
Themes were developed throughout the interviews. The first question asked was, “Given
that campus carry is now a right by law, how might concealed carry policy differ if firearms
instructors and administrators each had input into policy creation?” Unanimously, each of the
firearms instructors responded that they felt like they could positively contribute to policy
creation. However, three of the administrators and faculty had differences in opinion, beginning
with who represented a stakeholder. The emergence of themes began here.
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Theme 1: Perspectives on who represents a public college or university stakeholder.
The first theme that emerged was a difference in perspectives on who represents a stakeholder in
a public college and university. Defining a stakeholder can often be implemented at the
university level; however, Freeman (2016) defined a stakeholder as “any group or individual
who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organizations objectives” (p. 46). Each
of the 8 firearms instructors believed they could contribute to policy creation. However,
administrators and faculty had differing perspectives on whether or not firearms instructors
represented a college or university stakeholder.
AdmFac-04 stated,
I think with any policy you need to have the input of all stakeholders. Sometimes
decisions are made without faculty input, and we can tell you if this is a good idea or not
a good idea. I think it would help to include firearms instructors in the process of making
decisions because they can offer firsthand their experience and let us know what has
happened or can happen. I think it is important to include them as a stakeholder. I think
the more voices you include, the more sound decisions you’ll have rather than one based
on emotion, because they can offer firsthand their experience and let us know focused on
safety and whether the issue of safety was addressed in policy creation.
AdmFac-03 stated that policy was created by a large committee and identified
stakeholders as administrators, faculty members, and students, adding, “There was no designated
firearms instructor in that . . . . That discussion needs to be had as to who the stakeholders are
that should be represented in that committee.” This participant continued by saying that
everyone needs to play a role in generating any policy, including designating staff counsel,
faculty senate, and student government association. In a follow-up question for this participant, I
asked how a firearms instructor could be designated a stakeholder, and this participant
responded, “For firearms instructors to be a part of this [generating policy] they must organize,
declare themselves stakeholders, and they have to push themselves into the discussion.”
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Perspectives thus far reflected a positive take on firearms instructors as stakeholders; however,
not all administrator and faculty participants had the same view. There was a different
perspective as to who stakeholders were, as described below.
AdmFac-06 reflected a position of not including firearms instructors as stakeholders:
Well, I think a couple of things are very important and that is the choices in assembling
the committee . . . with an obvious effort to try to create some balance. We had
undergraduate students, graduate students, faculty, staff . . . legal staff, administrators,
student affairs administrators all that represented housing . . . all represented on our
committee.
The stakeholders were clearly listed in the response, and this participant further added,
I think that it is important for campus stakeholders to have been in the lead role for
crafting our policies and our rules, and our procedures. . . . [C]ertainly outside opinions
and expertise should come into bear in our policies, but whether they come from firearms
instructors [or] from within the committee or the campus community, a campus our size
is a very diverse community.
AdmFac-01 stated that the institution’s policy was developed by a committee and two people
cochaired the committee, one of whom was the university chief of police. But this participant
was unaware whether the chief was a firearms instructor certified by TxDPS.
One category that surfaced from this perspective in this research was that policy was
created by each university committee and did not include outside representatives. This category
appeared frequently in this research. In each college and university represented in this research,
concealed handgun policies were created by committee. Some administrators and chairs
overseeing these committees were allowed to select members and representatives in these
committees or task forces. I found that participants on the committees did not include firearms
instructors. Although the concealed carry law in Texas allows administrators freedom in
creating the policy, this research revealed that administrators sought out only campus
stakeholders to contribute to the creation of policy. The process of policy creation involved
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recruiting other stakeholders from the college and universities, including students and faculty
representatives. Concealed campus carry policy was not solely created by administrators but on
the needs represented by the stakeholders involved.
Theme 2: Perspectives on campus safety since passage of Texas Senate Bill 11
(2015). A second theme that emerged was safety. This theme manifested itself in several ways,
including the safety of the students, safety in gun handling, and defining safety zones.
According to Chekwa, Thomas, and Jones (2013), “colleges are held more responsible for their
actions or lack thereof as related to ensuring safety and keeping students current about how their
concerns are being handled” (p. 327). With the passing of the concealed campus law, this
responsibility now extended to protection and safety of campus students. Attaining those goals
took on a different perspective in the research interviews.
With the introduction of handguns onto public colleges and universities came new
concerns. Public college and administrators in this research did not agree that the new law
would make their campuses safer. AdmFac-05 relayed an incident involving a campus shooting
on campus:
We are located in a low-income area where many students think the way to deal with
issues is through violence. We did have a shooting on our campus 5 years ago. Not only
was the targeted person shot, an innocent campus employee was wounded. I know there
are guns on our campus illegally. I am not as concerned about those weapons because
they are not out to get me. I am more concerned about all the concealed weapons that
might be used and the innocent bystanders that may be wounded.
The concern was not only for the staff and students but also for the innocent bystanders.
AdmFac-06 also had concerns for the safety of the campus:
I am not a fan of license to carry on our campuses. I have great faith in the university
police department. I have great concerns about the density of people on college campus
and the reliability of a license carrier . . . keeping rounds on target, being shot by police
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officers or another licensed to carry individual. I’m just not convinced that we are safer
because we have people licensed to carry concealed weapons on campus.
Not all administrators and faculty shared that view. AdmFac-02 stated that he would support
academic classes on gun safety, stating that he understood the law and the concerns for those
who wish to carry for their safety.
The purpose of university administrative policies and campus security practices are to
ensure the safety of the students. They are created for the safety of the students and to keep them
free from harm by addressing the concerns related to campus crime (Hart & Colavito, 2011);
however, firearms instructors had a different perspective on campus safety. TxFI-01 stated,
“Campus administrators are more concerned with liability than safety.” One of TxFI-01’s
greatest concerns was the safe handling of the gun. The perspective of safety goes beyond
keeping students safe; it speaks to the safety of the individual managing the weapon as well.
TxFI-01 stated that campus administrators might object to firearms instructors contributing to
campus policy because they are not as knowledgeable about firearms safety and training as a
firearms instructor.
Texas Penal Code §§ 46.03−46.035 (2018) states the stipulations for unlawful carrying of
handguns by licensed holders and includes the following locations:
•

“on the premises of a polling place on the day of an election or while early voting is
in progress”

•

“on the premises of any government court or offices utilized by the court”

•

“on the premises of a racetrack”

•

“in or into a secured area of an airport”

•

“within 1,000 feet of premises the location of which is designated by the Texas
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Department of Criminal Justice as a place of execution”
•

“on the premises of a business that . . . derives 51 percent or more of its income from
the sale or service of alcoholic beverages”

•

“on the premises where a high school, collegiate, or professional sporting event or
interscholastic event is taking place”

•

“on the premises of a church, synagogue, or other established place of religious
worship”

None of these stipulations were raised as safety issues for a college or university environment.
However, TxFI-05 is a former educator turned firearms instructor and indicated that there are
places that do require due diligence when carrying a concealed handgun: “I know from my field
of study, which is chemistry, that there would be locations on campus that carrying a firearm and
discharging it in that environment would be very dangerous . . . anywhere there are solvents.”
A secondary perspective was that of exclusivity. AdmFac-06 made this clear by stating,
I think administration, faculty, staff will accept policy creation from within. It is selfdetermination. I don’t think they would have been very favorable to any sort of strong
opinion or input from outside other than for expertise for taking in consideration.
Firearms instructors had a different take on campus safety. The majority of them
expressed confidence in a student related to carrying a concealed handgun if that student had
gone through the concealed handgun class.
Theme 3: Perspectives on the need for training related to concealed campus carry.
In this research, a third theme emerged that was perhaps the most prominent theme. It was the
theme of training. Each firearms instructor addressed the issue of training; however, only 4 of
the administrators/faculty addressed the issue. The training requirements to carry a handgun on
campus are met when an individual completes the LTC course. However, I asked the question,
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“What are your thoughts on requiring firearms training and mandatory academic classes for
those contemplating carrying a concealed handgun on campus?” Training was by far the most
prominent theme. AdmFac-01 stated, “I think some of our students might be interested in
participating [in additional training] just because they don’t feel like they had adequate training.”
When asked what the greatest concern was for concealed carry on campus, AdmFac-01 stated
that the “biggest concern is the limited amount of training that most of them have.”
The required training in Texas for obtaining a CHL is 4 to 6 hours of lecture, a written
exam, and a proficiency exam with the weapon. AdmFac-02 commented, “Firearms training
involves a lot more than just [knowing] how to shoot.” Although he is not a TxDPS instructor,
AdmFac-02 has a law enforcement background and has 30 years of experienced firearms
training. AdmFac-04 also recognized the need for training and stated, “Personally, if I were
going to carry a weapon, I would absolutely want training. It would be absolutely important.”
AdmFac 05 stated, “I would not support requiring firearms training—if a person has a license,
they have already had the training.” While there were those who supported firearms training,
none could elaborate on what that would look like, leaving it to firearms instructors to conduct
training according to the TxDPS standard.
Firearms instructors had a different perspective on training. TxFI-01 recognized that if
21-year-olds were properly trained, they would have the maturity and knowledge to understand
when to use that firearm if necessary. TxFI-02 voiced several issues with training, including the
curiosity factor, video guns, uniform training, and the gun culture today:
Those who are not taught are going to seek it somewhere else. Today, the only gun
knowledge we have of guns is through video games. We have the opportunity to share
our training so that everyone can be on the same page. When CHL was put into effect, it
was 10 to 15 hours and more law was taught, but today its 4 to 6 hours. They teach the
highlights; I teach about 6 hours then have them ready to qualify [shoot].
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The premise of training rests with the licensee. Once a CHL is granted, the firearms
instructors are not responsible for providing additional training unless requested. TxFI-03 stated
that the biggest concern was “that they don’t take the time now, today, to [continue] training or
continuous education on firearms piece or educate [themselves] on the law.” When asked,
“What is your position on the Texas Legislature passing the campus carry law for 21-year-olds?”
TxFI-08 responded, “Campus carry for 21-year-old students with proper training is a good
thing.”
Categories that consistently appeared in the training theme were
•

knowledge of laws;

•

familiarity of weapon;

•

adequacy of training; and

•

length of training.

Administrators and faculty might have thought that additional training should be
required; however, some firearms instructors differed in that position. TxFI-04 stated that
additional training was not necessary and felt it would be like requiring students to take some
kind of training to drive a car on campus when they already had a license to drive.
An issue not discussed in this research was that, effective September 1, 2017, the fee for
a concealed handgun license dropped from $140 to $40. Additionally, training could now be
accessed online. Training that originally consisted of 10 to 12 hours was now conducted in as
little as 4 classroom hours plus qualification at a pistol range, according to firearms instructors
interviewed for this research.
Concealed campus carry is a controversial topic. Not only is allowing weapons on
campus a controversial issue, but a more important issue is allowing concealed carry of firearms
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specifically (Kyle et al., 2016). With the law in place, administrators have no option but to
incorporate it into their campuses. In this research, administrators expressed confidence in the
law as it was written or in the committees that helped create their university policy. Many of the
committees consisted of administrators already serving on campus. However, of greater concern
for firearms instructors were the changes in the law that occur annually and whether
administrators are aware of those changes.
Theme 4: Perspectives of university police and their training and roles. A fourth
theme that surfaced was the perception of university police officers and what their role was,
which ranged from complete confidence in university police by most administrators to little or no
confidence of university police officers by firearms instructors. The categories that consistently
appeared in this topic were
•

liability;

•

training;

•

certification; and

•

large city police experience.

AdmFac-06 stated, “I am not a fan of license to carry on our campuses. I have great faith
in the university police department.” They went on to say that those who wear the badge and
uniform train extensively and prepare themselves to respond to a pressure packed life or death
situation, and in doing so, they do so for the safety of all.
Liability as a category is not exclusive to university police departments. Concealed
handgun licensees, administrators, and firearms instructors all fall under that category and are
each equally responsible for their actions and the consequences of those actions. Relative to the
perspective on university police, TxFI-01 stated,
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To me, you have to have people certified in what they do. Just because a police officer
has a badge does not mean that they know what they are talking about. They are tasked
with so many laws to enforce, and believe it or not, I know this from experience that
police officers do not know the law when it comes specifically to the use of force and
deadly force, even though they were taught in the academy. There are so many other
laws other than Chapter 9 of the Penal Code [Use of Deadly Force]. When you start
asking questions, they are the worst ones to answer.
TxFI-02 remarked,
It needs to be understood that university police often graduate from law enforcement
academies held at local colleges and universities. While these academies meet the
qualifications required by the state, they do not receive the experience of coming from a
large police department, such as diversity of calls. Second, tactics training that is offered
in a large department, also uniformity of training. When different surrounding agencies
respond to a [campus] shooter, everyone has been trained alike.
TxFI-05 commented,
What I have found when I have dealt with police departments in various locations and
campus police departments, and I have had my share, not only as an educator but also as
a firearms instructor, I have found that many of them are not really shooters. They only
go to the range to qualify twice a year.
TxFI-06 added, “Firearms instructors are much more trained than these [university] police
department [who] do not follow through with training.”
Theme 5: Perspectives on control and who should control the process. Fifty percent
of the firearms instructors felt that control was an issue with administrators and faculty in
participation of concealed handgun policy creation. However, one-third of the administrators
and faculty interviewed agreed that control was an issue, even for them in the university setting.
I asked the question, “Why might university administrators object to allowing firearms
instructors to contribute to the policy creation process?”
AdmFac-03 responded that it is
because they don’t want to be told what to do. It’s all about control. It’s what Nietzsche
said, “the wheel of power.” It’s all about the fundamental motivating of most
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individuals. . . . [It] is the will to control . . . the need to control. [It’s the] same with
universities.
AdmFac-02 stated, “Administrators are human beings, and all have on occasion issue with
letting go of our responsibilities. Take delegating, for example: We all say we do it, but most of
the time we oversee it to the point of micromanaging.” TxFI-02 replied,
I think one of the objections would be the control issue. I think they [administrators]
would have the issue of “One’s buying the tools and one’s doing the job.” At the end of
the day, regardless of how good my intentions are [as a firearms instructor], if something
bad happens, sure, I’m [going] to answer [for it], but the buck stops with the [campus]
administrator.
TxFI-08 stated, “I suppose administration and faculty might object because they would not have
control of the program and curriculum.” Additionally, TxFI-01 stated,
I could see how administrators might be leery because of misinformation, possibly
feeling they don’t have the power, control or responsibility of the students. I really want
to put it that way because our administrators, they have a responsibility for the students.
It’s not a power thing; it’s not a control thing. [It’s a] responsibility when a student walks
on campus; they [administrators] are responsible for that student while they are there. I
totally get that, but with that in mind, I totally think they should have input from
[firearms] instructors, who have the information from the state, in order to put policy
together. Without that, they may have preconceived notions, and information may be
poor information.
The categories that surfaced in this theme were
•

control;

•

power;

•

responsibility; and

•

micromanaging.

In this research, I discovered that the majority of colleges and universities created
policies through appointed committees. The perception of control indicated that administrators
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are not willing to let go of the concealed handgun policy creation responsibility. AdmFac-06
took a solid stance on not wanting firearms instructors to participate in policy creation:
I’m not sure that would have made any difference in our committee, or on our campus. I
believe that we had a diverse set of opinions and experiences on the committee. We had
significant firearms expertise, and I think that anything a firearms instructor could have
offered would have been redundant to some of the expertise we had on the committee.
The expertise AdmFac-06 referred to later in this interview included “avid firearms enthusiasts,
university police, and experts in the use and handling of weapons.” These individuals were not
certified by the TxDPS as firearms instructors.
Theme 6: Perspectives on laws. Perspectives on laws were a pervasive theme and one
that dominated firearms instructors’ responses. The topic was not specific to any one question
asked but was raised throughout the interviews. In the responses, 62% of the firearms instructors
made reference to the concealed handgun law. TxFI-01 stated that a firearms instructor could
contribute to policy creation by
educating the educators and administrators first. Educate them specifically to the law.
We have to find ways to cross lines of [bias and ideology] and enter into those rooms to
eliminate those personal biases. You have to find them on their level, on their intellect,
and the only way you are going to do that is to come well informed with the law and what
the law allows. . . . They [administrators] don’t think that people like me can go in there
and do an adequate job and cover the topic and make sense of the law.
TxFI-02 stated,
As it stands now, once you get your license to carry, all you do is renew. License to carry
[can] now be obtained online. Laws change, and concealed hand licensees need to be
updated and stay current with laws and policies.
TxFI-03 commented,
Firearms instructors are daily dealing with the law that pertains with the law of concealed
carry. I believe police departments [deal] more with protecting the public, and at the end
of the day, it takes an entire community of communicating and talking about what
scenarios have happened at other colleges and being on top of it.
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TxFI-04 remarked that outside individuals should be included in the policy creation process as
well: “Those include the district attorneys or other people that are familiar . . . state legislatures,
people who are familiar with the law and process and how things work but not necessarily have a
vested interest in the university itself.” TxFI-05, a firearms instructor and former educator,
stated, “Since I was on both sides of the fence, as a firearms instructor, we know the law, and we
know how to explain the criteria required to even receive a license to carry. It is not what
everyone fears.” TxFI-07 commented,
I think it’s important that administrators get input from instructors, in that the instructors
are the ones who [have been] given the law on how to teach it as far as what the rules and
regulations are for carrying [a concealed] firearm in Texas. So, my feeling is that
administrators would benefit getting the information as presented from the instructors
themselves because their [administrators’] world revolves around the academic area and
they’re on campus. . . . I think it’s real important to understand what each other knows in
order to make policy that is really effective and reasonable.
Only one-third of the administrators mentioned the law related to concealed campus
carry. Their perspective on the law did not mirror the firearms instructors’ positions, and their
responses did reveal their knowledge of the concealed campus carry law. When I asked about
the idea of a mandatory class for concealed handgun licensees, some of the firearms instructors
agreed; however, two administrators had a different perspective on offering a mandatory class.
AdmFac-03 stated,
The policy from the legislature specifically says campus carry is now allowed. The
legislature only recognizes one thing, the concealed carry license. If this university were
to put into effect additional requirements to meet the legislative requirement . . . in other
words, if we were to come in and say, not only do you have to have your campus carry
license, but you also have to take our classes, with our instructors, I don’t think the
legislature would allow that. I think if we were to create mandatory academic training in
firearms training for someone who already has a concealed handgun license, I think the
university counsel would tell that it’s not allowed in state policy. No, [I disagree]
because the state legislature did not say you could add additional requirements to carry a
concealed handgun.
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AdmFac-06 responded to the mandatory class question:
I would have no problem with that, but I don’t think the law allows us [to do] that. . . .
We were charged to implement the laws as passed by legislature. As in my response to
the previous question, I took that as my personal opinion as whether I like the law the
Texas Legislature passed. . . . I just want to say for the record, we accept[ed] from the
beginning that our charge was not to rethink the law as it was passed but to implement
the law as it was passed.
A summary of the findings of this study is presented in Table 3.
Table 3
Findings: Different Perspectives
Issue
Stakeholders
Campus safety
Training

University
campus police
Concealed
handgun laws

Firearms instructors
Agreed they were or should be
considered stakeholders of a
university.
Disagreed that campuses were safe
and, therefore, agreed with CHL.
Agreed that CHL licensees had
sufficient training.
Disagreed that university police are
sufficiently training to address
events involving concealed carry
campus shootings.
Agreed that administrators needed
to be educated on the law and
changes to the law and rely less on
emotion.

Administrators/faculty
Disagreed; many did not consider
firearms instructors as stakeholders.
Agreed that all measures had been
taken and their campuses were safe.
Disagreed and expressed concern
for additional and continual
training, although they could not
articulate what that training was.
Most expressed total confidence in
their campus police department,
even in a campus shooting event.
Disagreed with the idea that they
needed to be educated on the law;
one stated, “Ours was not to rethink
the law as it was passed, but to
implement it as it was passed.”

Summary
This research indicated that perspectives on concealed campus carry varied between
firearms instructors and administrators/faculty in publicly funded colleges and universities. Both
groups had strong positions; however, while there is room for campus policy to vary, the one
thing that cannot be changed is the concealed carry handgun law.
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Chapter 5: Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions
The issue of campus shootings is a reality in the United States. Webster et al. (2016)
confirmed that these types of events have increased immensely in the past 10 years, and one
reason for supporting individuals to carry firearms on campus is “to avert rampage shootings or
stop rampage shootings before additional victims are shot” (p. 11). The objective of this
research was to determine the realistic views of publicly funded college and university
administrators/faculty compared to established Texas licensed firearms instructors relative to
past experiences with handguns and the impact these experiences could have in the creation of
concealed campus carry policy.
Change of academic culture was evident in the 1990s when secondary schools faced a
transformation in disciplinary issues requiring action at that level. Entering the new decade
brought a revolution in academic issues, which included campus shooters and a new form of
violence never expected in an academic setting (Fox & Savage, 2009). The Texas state
legislature enacted a change to the LTC law that allowed public college and university students
21-years-old and older to carry handguns in a concealed manner, not visible to the public (Tex.
S. 11, 2015). University of Texas System chancellor and former Navy admiral William
McRaven continued to be the most vocal and most distinguishable opponents of concealed
campus carry in Texas (Watkins, 2015).
In selecting participants for this research from public colleges and universities, I thought
it was important to provide enough cases to develop essential areas of similarities and differences
between interviewees but not so much that one would become overwhelmed by the amount of
data gathered (Smith, Flowers, & Larkin, 2009). I attempted to contact administrators from
public colleges and universities so as not to predispose the research toward any type of school.
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This was the case for the selection of firearms instructors as well. The participants were selected
using homogenous sampling in order to tap into the similarities in their age, background, and life
experiences (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). Each firearms instructor was a certified
instructor through the TxDPS, and each administrator/faculty was currently in an academic
position at a publicly funded college or university at the time of the study.
The purpose of the qualitative interview design was to explore the perceptions held by
publicly funded college and university administrators and leaders regarding their experience with
weapons, the idea of transitioning concealed handguns into the academic environment, and
knowledge of boundaries related to armed students carrying concealed handguns on campus.
This chapter addresses the findings of my research based on the data collected, an analysis of the
research, and an interpretation of the findings, implications, and recommendations for future
research. The data were collected through interviews and were sorted through coding to discover
emerging themes.
Interpretation of Findings
Q1: How can the experience of firearms instructors contribute to policy creation for
a more effective concealed handgun carry policy on campus? The concealed carry law has
been in effect for approximately 2 years now. Based on the information obtained from the
sample of administrators and faculty, their position has not changed from 2 years ago when they
were tasked with generating the concealed carry policy. This is supported with specific language
used in their responses.
The data were inconclusive on this issue, as 3 administrators/faculty disagreed with the
idea that firearms instructors could contribute anything new to their policy, and the remaining 3
agreed that firearms instructors could possibly contribute new information to assist in creating
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policy. Firearms instructors unanimously agreed that they could contribute to concealed campus
carry policy creation in public colleges and universities. Areas where they thought they might
contribute to policy creation were
•

educating administrators (3);

•

educating faculty;

•

training (2);

•

contributing real, practical examples;

•

comparing knowledge and experience; and

•

discussing exclusion areas.

The 3 administrators who disagreed in this area were able to deflect those six points by adding
that they had committees with representatives who were not only LTC certified but also had
extensive knowledge of the law.
An issue related to this research question was perceptions leading to contextual needs.
The firearms instructors had 150 years of experience collectively. However, all but 2 of the
administrators/faculty had hunting experience since childhood. Both groups agreed that policy
would need to be created, as directed by state law. Administrators/faculty agreed that their group
was familiar with the campus, students, and other aspects of their campus. As campuses strive to
establish and maintain a safe environment, policies and procedures are put in place to eliminate
or reduce the prospect of campus violence (Franz, 2017).
Each group indicated different perceptions on allowing a 21-year-old to legally carry a
concealed handgun. Issues raised by administrators and faculty included concealed campus
carry students forgetting their backpack containing a handgun, the safe storage of such handguns,
and concern that a faculty member discussing a sensitive topic might incite a student to anger,
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enough to prompt them to use their weapon. Firearms instructors argued those points and
believed the focus should be on more specific issues related to concealed campus carry. TxFI-01
stated, “I believe a 21-year-old, if properly trained, will have the maturity and knowledge [to
know] when to use that firearm if necessary.”
Administrators and faculty agreed that they know their campuses and are aware of the
areas of most concern, a topic firearms instructors did not disagree with. TxFI-05 stated, “They
[administrators] know their sensitive areas on their campus. The sensitive areas, like we talked
before [chemistry labs], they are some areas that are not smart to carry in.”
A secondary theme, Theme 6, was knowledge of their perspectives on the law. The
firearms instructors felt they could contribute to policy creation based of their knowledge of the
law, their training, and their teaching experience. TxFI-04 agreed that there is not much that
could be changed because the law is very clear. The remaining instructors either felt like they
could contribute to policy or educate administrators on the law. This reflects a difference in
perspective relative to interpretation of the law.
Q2: How can an administrator’s perception of and experience with handguns
contribute to creating more restrictive or more lenient policy related to concealed campus
carry at publicly funded colleges and universities? Data reflected that an administrator’s
perception and experience did not make a pronounced contribution to creating either a lenient or
restrictive policy, the reason being the use of committees and task forces to create concealed
campus policy. What was discovered in this research was that administrators/faculty had
different perspectives on who represents a stakeholder. Perception of who represents a
stakeholder differed. This was a prominent theme in this research. In several administrator
interviews, stakeholders were identified as administrators, faculty, and students. In one instance,
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an administrator/faculty insinuated that firearms instructors were outsiders, further excluding
them from being a stakeholder in a public college or university. AdmFac-03 stated, “For
firearms instructors to be a part of this [creating policy], they must organize, declare themselves
stakeholders, and they have to push themselves into the discussion.” Only 1
administrator/faculty disagreed with the perception that firearms instructors were not
stakeholders. TxFA-04 commented,
I think with any policy, you need to have the input of all stakeholders. Some decisions
are made without faculty input and we [might be able to] tell you if this is a good idea or
not a good idea. I think it would help to include firearms instructors in the process,
making decisions, because they can offer firsthand their experience and let us know what
has happened or what can happen. I think it is important to include them as a
stakeholder.
The firearms instructors considered themselves a stakeholder by way of being a
community member and having important information to contribute to policy creation. TxFI-07
stated,
I think it’s important that administrators get input from instructors in that the instructors
are who [have] been given the law on how to teach it as far as what the rules and
regulations are for carrying firearms in Texas.
Even though all the firearms instructor participants in this study were certified in 2015 when the
law was proposed, data from this research indicated that none of the public universities
represented utilized a certified firearms instructor in the policy creation process. I found that
both firearms instructors and administrators/faculty had experience with handguns; however, that
experience could not contribute to the leniency or restriction of policy because it is based on an
established law with boundaries.
Q3: How might the lived experiences and inclusion of firearms instructors modify
existing or future concealed carry policies? In this research, I captured data that reflected the
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lived experience of an administrator/faculty and the lived experience of a firearms instructor that
could have great implications on future modifications of concealed campus carry policy. As a
result of a campus shooting at a public college where AdmFac-05 taught, the administrator was
anti–concealed carry based on the responses, stating,
We are located in a low-income area where many of [the] students think the way to deal
with issues is through violence. We did have a shooting on our campus 5 years ago. Not
only was the target person shot, [but also] an innocent campus employee was wounded. I
know there are guns on our campus illegally, [but] I am not as concerned about those
weapons because I don’t feel they are out to get me. I am more concerned about all the
concealed weapons that might be used and the innocent bystanders that may be wounded.
The data obtained from this administrator/faculty reflected that she did not and would not in the
future support concealed campus carry.
In a contrasting event, a firearms instructor became an instructor as a result of being an
educator in a college where they were assaulted. TxFI-05 stated,
I retired from teaching when I was basically assaulted on campus. There was a gang
fight that erupted around me, and by the time they pulled 40 students off the top of me, I
had a broken jaw, a rotator injury, and muscles torn from my back. After your mouth is
wired, it’s hard to teach. . . . So, I took a concealed carry class in 2011. I have been
teaching [LTC] since 2012. I’m always a teacher.
The experience of each of these individuals had differing results. The inclusion of TxFI05 could represent strong support for concealed campus policy creation in the future. In a study
conducted by Franz (2017), he stated that qualitative research found perceptions were based on
emotional responses to recent events, and respondents often cited similar stories as a justification
for their opinion.
Policing in Public Universities
The majority of publicly funded colleges and universities have a university police
department. Two of the interviewed administrators adamantly supported their police
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departments and maintained their confidence in the ability to handle campus crimes. However, it
is impossible for campus police officers and security personnel to be present on every crime or
violent act that takes place (Arrigo & Acheson, 2016). In the researched policies, there was no
indication or policy that addressed concealed campus carry individuals and their responsibility to
step aside and let uniformed police officers handle the issue. Only 1 administrator made mention
of not wanting to put the police in a position of having to determine who was the good guy and
who was the bad guy. AdmFac-06 oversaw the police department in this major public university
and explained,
I was against it [concealed campus carry]. I am not a fan of . . . license to carry on our
campuses. I have great faith in the university police department. I have great concerns
about the density of people on college campus and the reliability of a licensed carrier . . .
keeping rounds on target, being shot by police, officers, or another licensed to carry
individual. I’m just not convinced that we’re safer because we have people who are
licensed to carry concealed weapons on campus.
The majority of administrators/faculty were satisfied with having a university police
department on their campus. Only 1 administrator/faculty, AdmFac-02, agreed that firearms
instructors could be beneficial to a university police department:
A firearms instructor is versed in liability issues, legal issues regarding carrying [a
weapon] deploying or using a firearm in self-defense situations. The firearms instructor’s
input can help craft a sound policy and should contribute to the policy creation and even
implementation.
In contrast, all the firearms instructors believed they could contribute useful information
and training to university police departments. TxFI-03 commented, “Firearms instructors are
daily, if not weekly, dealing with the law that pertains to concealed campus carry. I believe that
the police departments are more [about] protecting the public.” TxFI-04 stated,
I think it would be important to bring in firearms instructors to help train whatever
security a college campus has. Because they need to know as much about enforcing
concealed carry, and one of those aspects is to train the police, to train security forces. . . .
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Those officers working that campus need to know. If you train to the baseline, then you
know everyone has the same basic information.
Administrators/faculty and firearms instructors had differing perspectives on university police,
with administrators fully supporting their university police departments.
Implications
The participants in this research indicated that as administrators/faculty, they did not
necessarily want to exclude firearms instructors from policy creation; however, they also did not
want to complicate matters and were satisfied with the process or committees they designated to
develop such policy. Committees and open forums in the public colleges and universities in this
research included university police, administrators and faculty or representatives, students or
student representatives, concealed handgun licensees, and community representatives of the
respective colleges or universities.
Implications of the findings of this study included the potential of coming to the table to
create concealed campus carry policy with different perspectives. Those who supported
concealed campus carry advocated two primary reasons for their support: First, it is their
constitutional right to carry, and second, they have a right and perceive the need to protect
themselves (Dahl et al., 2016). TxFI-01 believed that campus administrators were more
concerned with liability than safety and added that it is a constitutional right to carry a concealed
handgun on campus.
Public college and university administrators/faculty followed the process of concealed
campus carry within the boundaries designated by the law. These laws created by state
legislature establish the terms for lawfully obtaining a permit to carry and the areas and places
where such handgun may be carried (Kopel, 2009). There is no deviating from what the law has
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established. Implications could be adverse if individuals operated outside of the law and focused
on emotion or self.
A secondary implication of these findings is the credentials of the firearms instructors in
this study. Firearms instructors agreed that credentials are significant in the process of teaching
firearms classes, as they would be in constructing public university policies. Six of the firearms
instructors had 15 years or more experience; half of the firearms instructors had between 15 and
30 years of law enforcement experience. The State of Texas requires firearms instructor
applicants to
1. Qualify using the department’s course of fire, obtaining a minimum score of 90%
with a semiautomatic and a non-semi-automatic handgun. Two attempts are allowed.
2. An applicant for firearms instructor must also pass a written test with a score of 80%.
Two attempts are allowed.
According to the Texas Administrative Code, an applicant will be terminated if she fails to pass
either of these qualifications (Texas Secretary of State, 2018). A public college or university
allowing a firearms instructor without the appropriate credentials to participate in policy creation
could have negative implications and liability.
Lastly, an implication might be that if administrators and faculty agree to accept firearms
instructors into the policy creation process, they may be seen as advocates of the concealed
handgun law.
Significance of the Findings
Although public college and university presidents were given the leverage by state law to
choose how policy was created, administrators of public colleges and universities did not include
firearms instructors in policy creation. Those administrators participating in this research
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utilized a policy creation committee that included the university police chief or a police officer in
some capacity in policy creation. This supported the literature by Franz (2017), which found that
institutional stakeholder involvement and campus and community culture were important in the
decision-making process regarding concealed carry. It also supported that in most cases the
authority to create and implement concealed handgun policies is left to the colleges and
universities (Bouffard et al., 2012).
The significance of this topic is the issue of accountability. Firearms instructors felt they
should be included in the process; administrators did not agree with that idea. The true issue and
the significance of this topic is the issue of accountability. State law gives administrators the
authority for the creation of these policies.
An issue highlighted by firearms instructor TxFI-05 was the attention given to campus
shootings by the media. This supported Marciniach’s (2016) research, which showed that mass
media showcases gun idolization, and though recent debate has highlighted firearm dangers, gun
violence continues in communities and on college campuses.
In this research, public college and university policies were generic and covered only the
areas covered in Texas Government Code Chapter 411. There is no mention in policy regarding
reciprocity or students from other states carrying a concealed handgun. Concern was for the
safety of the students and faculty, but firearms instructors and administrators differed in some
areas—specifically, carrying a weapon for protection. Administrators’ concern was for their
campus, students, and faculty. Firearms instructors argued that allowing a licensed 21-year-old
to carry a concealed handgun supports self-defense and protection, and can minimize the chances
of becoming a victim. This supported research that showed proponents of concealed campus
carry argued that arming individuals on campus would be an effective means of controlling
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crime, whereas those opposed feared for the safety of faculty, staff, students, and visitors and
argued that the introduction of firearms only added to the problem and created a higher level of
danger for the entire campus (Jensen, 2015).
Campus police chiefs disclosed that faculty members were key role in curtailing firearms
related crimes but indicated that training and education about firearm violence was necessary
(Meyers, 2016). This supported the position that firearms instructors emphasized in this research
when noting the need for safety, education, and training for administrators and faculty.
Recommendations for Future Research
Given that the concealed carry law went into effect 2 years ago, there is little empirical
evidence to support either an administrator’s position against concealed campus carry or a
firearms instructor’s position supporting campus carry. Other states that passed the concealed
carry law prior to Texas experienced no drastic events during their first year of implementation.
Texas also had an uneventful first year after the law was passed (Short, 2017). The data in this
research reflected that firearms instructions were making themselves available to participate in
public college and university policy creation. Further research would include administrators and
faculty considering the idea that firearms instructors are experienced, trained, and knowledgeable
in their area of expertise. Allowing firearms instructors to address administrators or their police
departments could be a first step to inclusion. The firearms instructors in this research had a
variety of experience, including being educators and recognizing the process of public colleges
and universities.
Future research in public college and university policy creation might include conducting
research from a concealed campus carry licensed student’s perspective. They are the ones who
have had interaction with firearms instructors during their training for their license. Future
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studies with licensed students may indicate what their perspective is and whether it is different
from that of administrators and firearms instructors.
In reexamining the Bolman and Deal structure, public colleges and universities can
represent the human resource frame consisting of administrators, faculty, and students. It can
also fall into the structural frame represented by chancellors, board of regents, and presidents of
colleges and universities (Fruehauf et al., 2015). Lastly, in the political frame, they spend time
“building a power base and negotiating compromise” (Bolman & Deal, 1991b, p. 512). These
frames represent the group, the structure, and the power that can often impact a public college
and university.
Firearms instructors can be viewed as representing the symbolic frame. The symbolic
frame sees a “chaotic world in which meaning, and predictability are social creations” (Bolman
& Deal, 2015, p. 512). Texas can be seen by society as being a gun culture cultivated by
hunting, protection, and defending property. Firearms instructors do not fit in either the human
resources frame or the structural frame of a college or university, which could be a factor in
noninclusion. Future research is needed to indicate whether these two groups can work together
in creating effective concealed campus policy.
Conclusion
Texas Government Code § 411.2031 (2015) allows a “publicly funded college or
university president or other chief executive officer of an institution of higher education in the
state to establish reasonable rules, regulations, and other provisions regarding the carrying of
concealed handguns by license holders on the campus of the institution” (p. 29). The public
colleges and universities represented in this research chose not to utilize firearms instructors in
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participating in that policy creation. This research highlights personal experiences of firearms
instructors ranging from being assaulted to feeling concern for their demographic.
The aim of this study was to focus on the creation of concealed campus carry policy in
publicly funded colleges and universities and whether including firearms instructors could be
beneficial. The research data reflected that firearms instructors were passionate about the topic
and felt they could be an asset in such policy. This research reflected that no firearms instructors
were used or consulted in policy creation by public colleges and universities. This study
indicated that because this was the first year for concealed campus carry, time might allow for
inclusion to eventually take place.
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Appendix A: Interview Questions
1. Given that campus carry is now a right by law, how might concealed campus carry policy
differ if firearms instructors and administrators each had input into policy creation?
2. How can administrators create a balanced task force without allowing personal biases to
enter policy creation?
3. What are your thoughts on requiring firearms training and mandatory academic classes for
those contemplating carrying a concealed handgun on campus? Would it make a difference
if these classes were led by experienced, trained firearms instructors versus faculty?
4. What role do you believe administrators and faculty should play in generating policies and
how would this differ if firearms instructors contributed to policy creation?
5. As leaders and trainers, firearms instructors could be major stakeholders when creating
policy. What objections could campus administrators have to allowing firearms instructors
to contribute to campus policy?
6. While public colleges and universities have a university police department, many are not
certified firearms instructors. How might the past experiences of certified firearms
instructors benefit your campus to include them in the policy creation process?
7. Why might university administrators object to allowing firearms instructors to contribute to
the policy creation process?
8. What is your experience with owning or handling a firearm?
9. What is the greatest concern in allowing firearms instructors to contribute to the creation of
campus policy?
10. What is your position on the Texas Legislature passing the campus carry law for 21-yearolds?
11. Concealed carry law has allowed 18-year-old military students to carry a handgun. What is
your position on an 18-year-old military individual carrying a handgun on campus versus a
21-year-old being allowed to carry based on law?
12. Florida Senator Rutherford said on Fox News, “The only way to stop a bad guy with a gun is
a good guy with a gun.” What is your position on that statement?
13. What is your greatest concern regarding a 21-year-old carrying concealed handguns on your
campus?
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Appendix B: Interview Consent Form
You are being asked to participate in a doctoral research project directed by Diana Villarreal
Barfield from Abilene Christian University. You are being asked to participate in the research
study of concealed campus carry in publicly funded colleges and universities. The project is
designed to obtain information regarding the creation of policy on campus concerning this topic.
You were selected as a leader from a public college in the State of Texas. The purpose is to
explore the mechanisms behind the creation of such important campus policies. Ultimately, this
research will be presented as a course dissertation. I ask that you read this form and ask any
questions prior to beginning the interview.
1. I understand that participation in this study is completely voluntary. I understand that there
will be no compensation for my participation and that I may withdraw my participation at
any time without penalty.
2. The records of this study will be kept private. Any sort of report the researchers make public
will not include any information that will make it possible to identify me unless I give
specific permission. No information will be collected or retained about my identity.
3. There is a risk that I find some of the questions to be sensitive in nature. I understand that I
may decline to answer any specific question asked of me.
4. Administrators and faculty from my campus will not be present at this interview nor will they
have access to my responses, data, or transcripts.
5. In addition to agreeing to participate, I also agree to having the interview tape-recorded.
6. I understand that the records of this study will be kept private. Research records will be kept
in a locked file and all electronic information will be coded and secured. Should I give
permission to disclose my identity, and my information be published, I will be given the
opportunity to review and approve any information that is published about me.
7.

I understand that this research study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) at Abilene Christian University. If I have any questions, I may contact Dr. Dana
McMichael at Abilene Christian University, 16633 Dallas Parkway #800, Dallas, Texas
75001, phone number 855-219-7300.

8. I have read and understand this consent form provided to me. I have had all questions
answered and I voluntarily agree to participate in this research. I have received a copy of this
consent form.
My signature indicates that I have agreed to volunteer as a research participant for this study. I
have read and understand the information provided above. I will be given a copy of this form to
keep for my records.
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_______________________________________________
Signature

__________________
Date

_______________________________________________
Printed Name

__________________
Date

Abilene Christian University
Diana Villarreal Barfield
This consent form will be kept by the researcher for at least three years beyond the end of the
study.
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol Administrators/Faculty
Information on Interviewee:
Date: _______________________________________
Name: ______________________________________
College/University:____________________________
Position: ____________________________________
Opening Statement:
My name is Diana Barfield, I am a doctoral candidate at Abilene Christian University. The goal
of this study is to explore the idea of whether Texas firearms instructors could contribute to
policy creation at public colleges and universities, related to the mew concealed campus carry
law.
You were selected because you are an administrator/faculty of a public college or university in
the state of Texas. Prior to the interview you were sent a consent form for your review. There is
no monetary compensation for this interview and participation is voluntary. I will take the
original copy of the consent form for my research. The interview can take up to an hour.
Interview Questions
1. Given that campus carry is now a right by law, how might concealed campus carry policy
differ if firearms instructors and administrators each had input into policy creation?
2. How can administrators create a balanced task force without allowing personal biases to
enter policy creation?
3. What are your thoughts on requiring firearms training and mandatory academic classes
for those contemplating carrying a concealed handgun on campus? Would it make a
difference if these classes were led by experienced, trained firearms instructors versus
faculty?
4. What role do you believe administrators and faculty should play in generating policies
and how would this differ if firearms instructors contributed to policy creation?
5. As leaders and trainers, firearms instructors could be major stakeholders when creating
policy. What objections could campus administrators have to allowing firearms
instructors to contribute to campus policy?
6. While public colleges and universities have a university police department, many are not
certified firearms instructors. How might the past experiences of certified firearms
instructors benefit your campus to include them in the policy creation process?
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7. Why might university administrators object to allowing firearms instructors to contribute
to the policy creation process?
8. What is your experience with owning or handling a firearm?
9. What is the greatest concern in allowing firearms instructors to contribute to the creation
of campus policy?
10. What is your position on the Texas Legislature passing the campus carry law for 21-yearolds?
11. Concealed carry law has allowed 18-year-old military students to carry a handgun. What
is your position on an 18-year-old military individual carrying a handgun on campus
versus a 21-year-old being allowed to carry based on law?
12. Florida Senator Rutherford said on Fox News, “The only way to stop a bad guy with a
gun is a good guy with a gun.” What is your position on that statement?
13. What is your greatest concern regarding a 21-year-old carrying concealed handguns on
your campus?
Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol Firearms Instructors
Information on Interviewee:
Date: _______________________________________
Name: ______________________________________
Age: ____________ Years of Experience__________
Law Enforcement _________ Military ____________
Opening Statement:
My name is Diana Barfield, I am a doctoral candidate at Abilene Christian University. The goal
of this study is to explore the idea of whether Texas firearms instructors could contribute to
policy creation at public colleges and universities, related to the mew concealed campus carry
law.
You were selected from the Department of Public Safety-Handgun Regulation website.
Selections included only firearms instructors for the state of Texas. Prior to the interview you
were sent a consent form for your review. There is no monetary compensation for this interview
and participation is voluntary. I will take the original copy of the consent form for my research.
The interview may take up to an hour.
Interview Questions
1. Given that campus carry is now a right by law, how might concealed campus carry policy
differ if firearms instructors and administrators each had input into policy creation?
2. How can administrators create a balanced task force without allowing personal biases to
enter policy creation?
3. What are your thoughts on requiring firearms training and mandatory academic classes
for those contemplating carrying a concealed handgun on campus? Would it make a
difference if these classes were led by experienced, trained firearms instructors versus
faculty?
4. What role do you believe administrators and faculty should play in generating policies
and how would this differ if firearms instructors contributed to policy creation?
5. As leaders and trainers, firearms instructors could be major stakeholders when creating
policy. What objections could campus administrators have to allowing firearms
instructors to contribute to campus policy?
6. While public colleges and universities have a university police department, many are not
certified firearms instructors. How might the past experiences of certified firearms
instructors benefit your campus to include them in the policy creation process?
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7. Why might university administrators object to allowing firearms instructors to contribute
to the policy creation process?
8. What is your experience with owning or handling a firearm?
9. What might be an administrator’s greatest concern in allowing firearms instructors to
contribute to the creation of campus policy?
10. What is your position on the Texas Legislature passing the campus carry law for 21-yearolds?
11. Concealed carry law has allowed 18-year-old military students to carry a handgun. What
is your position on an 18-year-old military individual carrying a handgun on campus
versus a 21-year-old being allowed to carry based on law?
12. Florida Senator Rutherford said on Fox News, “The only way to stop a bad guy with a
gun is a good guy with a gun.” What is your position on that statement?
13. What is your greatest concern regarding a 21-year-old carrying concealed handguns on
your campus?
Thank for your participation in this study.
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Appendix E: Coding Matrix
Research Question #1: How can the experience of firearms instructors contribute to policy
creation for a more effective concealed handgun carry policy on campus?

Themes

Categories

Descriptions

Evidence and Subcategories

#1: Who represents
public college
and university
stakeholders?

Stakeholders

Who contributes?

I think with any policy you need to
have the input from every stakeholder.
You need input of all stakeholders.
I think it is important to include
(firearms instructors) as stakeholders.

Include firearms
instructors as
Stakeholders.

I’m pretty sure firearms instructors
were not designated stakeholders to
be included in the committee.
Stakeholders
are important.

Protecting
the academic
circle

Exclusive to
academic groups

I think it is important for campus
stakeholders to have been in the lead
role.
There were stakeholders, there were
administrators, faculty members, and
some students.
No firearms instructors [were
included]. If firearms
instructors want to become
stakeholders, they must organize,
declare themselves stakeholders and
push themselves into the conversation.

#2: Are campuses safe?

Safety

Administrators
can designate
specific areas
for safe environment.

Storage of
handguns

Military versus
student

Administrators must consider
everything including the perception of
safety by the staff, where firearms are
or are not allowed, and safe storage.
To my way of thinking, if it’s in a
locked device, inside a dorm room,
that’s far safer than having it in your
car where they break into it at any
given time.
Concealed campus carry for a military
might be safer than a 21-year-old on
campus.
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Ignoring the
innocent

Who is going
to be responsible
for innocent
bystanders?

In a low-income area where many
students think violence is the only
solution, we had a shooting on campus
where an innocent bystander was
wounded. I’m more concerned with the
life of an innocent bystander than with
the right to carry a handgun.

Campus police

Interviews
indicate different
perspectives on
the ability of
campus police.

I am not a fan of concealed carry. I
have great faith in campus police.
I believe that the police department
(UPD) are more on protecting the
public [rather than campus shootings].

Sensitive areas

Where will/are
concealed handguns
allowed on campus?

From an educator’s standpoint,
I know on campuses there would
be locations on that campus that would
be very dangerous to have a firearm
discharge . . . anywhere there are
solvents. I think the role they play
[administrators] is knowing where their
sensitive areas are on their campus.
Carrying into a cafeteria is a different
scenario than carrying into a lab.

Training
versus
more training

Different
perceptions
on how
much is
needed

Campus carry for 21-year-old
students with proper training is a good
thing. Experienced firearms instructors
have many hours on the range and will
be able to provide input regarding the
training that is required for a person to
carry on campus. You can’t have too
much training. I believe that a 21-yearold properly trained will have the
maturity and knowledge as to when to
use that firearm if necessary.

How to implement
training.

I would require a training day. I think
every educator and many students
should be given classes in emergency
response. We would have the
opportunity to share our training so that
everyone could be on the same page.

Repercussions

It has a secondary effect because if the
colleges give the training, it may be
seen as if they are endorsing it [campus
carry].

#3: The need for training
related to concealed
campus carry.
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#4: Confidence in university police

Is their training adequate?

It needs to be understood that
university police often graduate from
law enforcement academies held at
local colleges and universities. While
these academies meet the qualifications
required by the state, they [university
police] do not receive the experience of
coming from a large police department,
tactics training, and uniformity of
training.

How often do they train?

Firearms instructors are much more
trained than university police, who do
not follow through with training.

Many are not
certified firearms instructors.

I would think that they [university
police] should be certified in firearms
instruction. We depend a lot on
university police. In the past there have
been scary situations where we need
the police, and I just think they should
be certified in that area [not merely
qualified in shooting].

Support for UPD

I stand by my opinion that I have great
confidence in law enforcement
[university police] and the people who
wear the uniform and wear the badge
and train extensively and prepare
themselves to respond in a pressurepacked life-or-death situation.

Who should control the
process if firearms instructors
are allowed to participate
policy creation?

Administrators don’t want to be
told what to do. It’s all about
control. It’s all about the fundamental
motivating most individuals. It is the
will to control . . . the need to control.

#5: Controlling the process

I think one [administrator] objection
would be the control issue.
Is it control
or responsibility?

I could see how administrators might
be leery because of misinformation,
possibly feeling they don’t have the
power, control, or responsibility of the
student. I really want to put it that
way because our administrators, they
have a responsibility for the students.
It’s not a power thing; it’s not a control
thing. It’s a responsibility.

The greatest concern
for firearms instructors
being included in
policy creation

The greatest concern in allowing
firearms instructors to contribute to the
creation of campus policy is control.
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#6: Knowledge of
concealed handgun law

Come informed

You have to find [administrators] on
their level and the only way you are
going to do that is to come well
informed with the law and what the law
allows. Basically, it’s a constitutional
law in Texas.

Firearms instructors

As a firearms instructor, we know the
law and how to explain the criteria
required to even receive a license to
carry.

Changes in law

Laws change, and concealed handgun
licensees needs to be updated to stay
current with laws and policies.
Firearms instructors are daily, if not
weekly, dealing with the law that
pertains to concealed carry.

Teaching the law

I think it’s important that
administrators get input from
instructors in that the instructors are
whose been given the law on how to
teach it as far as the rules and
regulations for carrying a firearm in
Texas.

Adherence to
the law

The policy [law] from the legislature
specifically says campus carry is now
allowed. The legislature only
recognizes one thing: the concealed
carry license. If this university were to
put into effect additional requirements
to meet the legislative requirement, I
don’t think legislature would allow
that.
The opinion of my role and scope is
that the legislature decided that a 21year-old were authorized to carry
weapons and we will abide by it. We
are charged to implement the laws as
passed by legislature.

Accepting the law

We accept from the beginning that our
charge was not to rethink the law as it
was passed but to implement the law as
it was passed.
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Appendix F: IRB Approval

